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R ,‘SUMMARY OF ESEA TITLE"I.~EVALUATION REPORT, 1975-76 . ,
R .

&\ ‘,".

' : : é'\ o : S
. { The thqust of Title I, ESﬁlwbegan ih Wichita in the spring of 1966, thus
'the, 5-76.school year completed ten full years of servite ih the area of, St
enaatory education to disadvantaged youth After an initiaI large’ %cale vy
needs aseessment wag conducted in 1965 prio ‘to Wichita's entry into Title I, = &
activities were. de ed to reach a large ﬁumber of children of all ngde% '
levels in mofre, than one-third oQMthe district's schools. ' Activities were ‘f_ww
global in nature, offering a wide range of experiences from art and tusic’ to’
cultural enrichment, from readineg to mathematics, from counseling to health -
- servicks and others. Since that time, because of increased emphasis on basic
skills improvement, and because of\changes 1h funding regulations the project
~ has'evolved to one which now serves pupils. mainly in the areas of reading, T
mathematics,. and preschool. Delivery of Service has become more conCentrated

with fewer schools identified as Title I targe 8 and with feWer programs being
continued ' . w -

. 4 /'/ M P

During the 1975-76 school year, Title I programs -were conducted in. twenty
xétle I target elementary schools and 52 extended service elementary schools.-
Programs included were Corrective Reading,’ Mathematics, and Preschool. There .
were also small but important grograms for children in the neglected and delin-
alent stitutionsf A parent education component was implemented In the 1975
summer . aion. the pain areas of reading and mathematics were emphasized with = -/
additiona) inputs into the institutions and early childhood programs. A size-
able portton of iSf summer school budget,was allocated for tuition scholarshiQ§

Al .
A -

Participation statistics show that 5602 gppils were\involved in regular _
year programs. There were 3048. pupils in. corrective reading with 2454 in mathe-: -
matics. ﬁSome of these may have been in both,programs

yu

H

The maior periprmance objective for reading was that pupiI&#Bhould gain
.8 of a month on the California Reading Test for each month of. inptruction. For
2419 pupils reported, the average gain was 1. 5 months, almost. dq‘b&g the .expected
& -gain. Seventy-six percent of the pupils met or exceeded the stﬁtéd,objeétive,/ ’
T - " .

In mathematics, the performance objectives were measured.by criterion /- ’
‘referenced basic.skills tests. The criterion varied with the grade level. '
Fifty-five percent of 2054 pupils in the program with pretest and posttest ’ .
scores met the objectives on posttest’ - o

. : : *
Evaluation of'performance ob1ectives in the institutional nrograma is made
inconclusive because of the short length of time most pupils are institutjonal-

ized while involved in the Title I program. - For those few pupils for whom data,
“were available, most met the stated objective. .

s Pupils in the preschool program were given a range of activities to aid
.language readiness,. skills, development of positive self-concept, §nd physical -
coordination. Meastrement was by the Cooperative Preschool Inventory. Over nine-
ty-two percent of the 330 three and four _vear old pupils met the objectives‘on
nosttest.- '2 “,'» e Co . ot o s
Cos . = T . i“'\ >
Wichita may- be 1ust1v proud of :a fine Title I program which ha‘itgpeived
national recognition. Therpfesent program is the result of nearly eleven years
of evolvement. WHat has not worked has been discarded. Thisdprogram will
continue to evolve and be ref!ﬁ =\, .
& A4
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O}QPO'.

o ' : GENERAL CONTEXT .
, . - i
'¢' B Wichita is a metropolitan community of approximately 265,000
people lacated'in south-central“Kansas. The city is’ surrounded
. by-highly productive agricultural lands with wheat being the lead-
'ing farm product. Most notable is the aircraft manufacturing
" industry which includes Boeing; Beech, Cessna, and Gates Lear Jet. -
0il explorations and refirery operations are .also important seg-
.- - 'ments of the economy. In #id-June 1976, from a total labor force
K ~ . of 189,000, 178,850 were employed and 10,750 urémployed. - This un—
S employment rate’is about 5.7%Z. This compares, with 5.4% last year
and 3.57 the year before:. Some temporary fluctuaqions in the labor

- :;market have resulted from seasonal variati6ns i : v
o ’ Within the city are a total of 130 -accrédited schOols which
. . . serve approximately 60, 000 children. There 114 public schools:
@} .. .75 are elementary schools, grades K-6; 16 are junior hi ‘schools, .
N grades 7;9, and-six are: aenior ‘high schools, grades 10-12. In-

. cluded in the total-number of schools are sevepteen specigl pur-
o . pose schools: These*include four préschool. centers,\a'sczool for
ol " innovative programs din grades 4~-63%an open’ alternative school,
o grades K-8; a traditiomal schobl, - grades K~6; a special education
\center' two metropolitan type- secondary schools for alienated and
- rspecial problem outh; .and education programs in detention facilities
v ~ and homes" for neglected cliildren. -"0On September .15, 1975, there were
.. 51,907 children in ‘the public schools There .were another 6,600
. upils in parochial or priva e schools. About 1,700 individuals
f school 4ge were eStimated ot to be in attendance at any school.
: out 11,500 pupils were estizmgted to come from low income families.
; - Tacial compositién of the'’school age population 1s.78% White,
o, 187 Black, and four-percent Oriental," Mexican—American, and American
o Indian ‘A very high,perceqtage of the non-white population is con~
centrated iﬁ the northeast qﬁhdrant of the city. School personnel
~ for fis al 1976 included 3, 129 Y certificated and 1,509.5 clagsified «
- - positions

[]
’

~ : The assessed valuation of property in the school district is

. approximately $731,000,000. The Wichita Public Schools' general
fund budget for fiscal 1975 was $55,503, ,100.2 In fiscal year 1975
the -per pupil cost: of’ education .in terms of average daily attend=
ance was approximately $1 139.3 A

e

An, integration plan which inVolves large scale bussing of pupils .
has been in effect since the fall of 1971.. Under this plan no school

é . is allowed to have more than 252 or féwer than ‘8% of its pupils from
. - -the Black population The. Wichita School System is one of thé largest
AN S

Source: 1/ 1976— Budget book, p. 340 AR
2/ 1976-77 Budget book, p. 314° .
3/ 1976—77 Budget book P- 338
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ﬂt in tﬂfﬁ\;te sixties

« fully desegrated systems in the nation. . Commenci )
‘Puring the 1%;1 ~-72 ¥ -

R -

j ‘ ) all secondary dchools were complqtely desegrated.
. ‘ school year 4ll therelementary s¢hools were desegrated based up

! ",5.:, local Boatd of ‘Education lottery plan ﬁhich replaced" Withqwhite
children those black.children who were bussed from schools which

_hdd previously beeu all black. . ;
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a total of 72 Jublic and six non-public elementary schools. Twenty
“of the puplic chools were designated as,Title-I target schools while:
.the remainder were "extended segvice" schools. ‘Approximately 3048
different pupils participated in the: progrﬁﬂs "Because of mobility .
factorS'some _Jpupils do not spend the entire year in-the prdgram there-
fore a '"“full time equivalent" (FTE) number of pupils would be, about
2820. Concentration of service is at the second grade but public’
Lparticipants come from grades one through six] Non—public participa- )
tion extends. to the eighth grade. ' Staff included 38 5 FTE special )
‘~reading teachers and 20 instructional aides. j- o L

- ) : PP

The 19751§6 Title I qurective Reading Program ‘served pupils in

The California Reading test .was used pretest ‘and’ posttest to

establish the amount of mean grade equlvalent gain per month of in~ .
_struction. A goal eof .8 month per month wds .gought., Performance - to >
actoss grade levels ranged from. 68% to 84 achieving ‘the objective.. )
This was an improvement over the - preceding year. Ninety—two percent .
of all” participants made improvement as judged by the special’ reading
teachers.. Results’ were obtainedafrom locally developed ‘communications
skills checklistsgand reading attitude. surveys. ' Grade two ﬂgde a sig— Lo
nificant improvement in attitude toward reading. ResBults from other - - ' .,

. grades were nonsignificant. The reading program was recommended for -

. continuation, N o BN . . : . )
- ) ' . . . /' {“__ X s - ) . -
N 3 - ’ ',,'é' - ” N - ST . - .
BY e ACTiVITx CONTEXT

Reading and readin related services represent a. major portion '
of - the"'Wichita Title I project...Over 50% of the budget is applied in - -
‘this area. $Since implementation in.1966 .the reading program has under- =~ °
gone- some changes: Preventi®n is emphasized\rather than- remediation .
.~ A comparison of several readiag systems was continued for a second ‘ 1

year. ' Continued bussing for integration brought about the need for
split funding of speeial reading teachers in\order to prevent re-
segregation for reading instruction. '

)A. - . y . o

'S

L3

oy Y= <

- PROGRAM DESCRIPTION R -

’ R ’ . ) ‘ ) L . , -
Scope b : . S

EIERY

wichita s Title I target pupilvpopulation is concen;rated in 20
elementary school residence areas.. However, with total integration
accomplished through large-scale buss¥ng, eligible pupils also attend
52 other elementary schools. :There are also six parochial schoois -

e - v
’ .
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, called Assigled Attendance -Area -(

Peysonnel .+ . " ' e ’ ' _

or in small groups aecording.to need.

within the Title 1 target area, Minority pupils who are busséd for in- ’
tegration purpose9 live 'within thre& of.the Title I residence areas, - {
), or triple A. 7

P
-

. . . . . - P
A total of.38.5 ;eading_tea her positions were funded.” Twenty : 't
instructional aides were employéfd to assist the reading teachers. “In '~
addition, a Parent Aide program was continued during the 1975-76, school
year, -in which parent aides were employed to- tutor students individually

. . . ’ *
»

Procedure

The corrective reading program invglges six phases as'félfowsi

N - ° . . . g
- Phase I  Identification s Classroom teacher refers-pupils
. Cx *  }to special reading teacher
Phase II 'Screening Special reading teacher selects
e ‘ ' , pupils most likely to profit
T o . v from Corrective Reading instruc+
. ‘ tion .,

7 - T . ~

- .y
Spectal reading tedcher tests
and uses other methods to pin-

o | point reading probleps )

Y] a
. 3 } o
Phase IV. Scheduling

Phase III Diagnosis

@

Pupils are pla&ed in classes
based on extent of. deficiencies

2

® : N R L~

. N A

M .
- L

' ‘ Mild -+ . ' Corrective Severe ,
. Corrective ‘ , Corrective
‘.,.i, o , 5-8 punils "3-3 pupils - q1—2-pupils

'30-40 minutes,
2-3 sessions -
_per week

30-40 minutes
3-4\sessions
per week

30 min:or less
415 sessions
per week

-

"Phase V. Method depends on severity of ,problems, individual

needs, class needs and qiacher preference. .
Equipment: controlled readers, tachistoscopes,

- Ins ttxf@tion .

.
l

filmstrip projectors, record players, tape re-
corders, overhead projectors. ’

10



Phase VI Evaluation Special reading continually monitoré'pupil
. progress through formal and informal_tests

. . P
- P . o :
, St

v ) ’ . o . S o
~ Budget - : ' - o Cee !
" A. Salaries , . . . T Con o
38 5 FTE Special Reading Teacher" . $525,666 i“\
'~ ;+ 3% for substitutes : : o ‘
, ). . R
¥ ) L : . _
“o. 20 Instructional aides - ; 71,000
~ * + substitutes _ | ' ‘ : .
. : & ' ) . .
Xﬁ. ~ 1 Secretary (12 months)' . T 6,183 . - - )
. .o Training: Teacher and atdes, i o ’ |
R . + Preservice and Inservice . 1;780 .. $604,629
o ©o {;5 oo
B. Contracted Services. : L e
' Consulting services: . Teacher and ) 250 -
( ‘ aide 'training ) ¢ )
_ 5 ] Teacher workshop (summer 76) ¢ . - . 9,000 -7 ?'3
, ' , ‘_’ . . ' Pl . .,./ ) . e
- : Van for severe corrective reading . 4}325 .::165575
program o s oy
’ . . ) v ' ¥ . ’ \ ' N )
C. Other Expﬁnses o \ LN v
. - B L o o/ 1 ’
Auto allowance and. travel ' . C - . 2,700
N et —
Supplies, ‘Instructional = - 31,000
s " Equipment, ‘new ' o ] ’ 4,350" 38,050
% ‘ [ . f N s " -
e Total $659,254 |
¢ . . l’ - "
“ jEVALUATION L ¢ o
Stat@d objectives for the reading program are: e

] ' ;0 ,'f'

Given, corrective refﬁing instruction, the .students will -

A. maké a mean ghin of C.8 in grade equivalent per year of
S S instruction as measured{yy the California Reading Test ‘?

N

B. 'saise their reading instructiondl grade ‘level as measured
~ by an informal inventory. and/or teacher judgment

[l
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02.04

i -
demonstrate an observable improved’attitude toward
reading as measured by an attitude scale

{

eihibit improved- language arts and communications

'skills as measured by the communications skills
checklist.

"Afparticipation count of pupils in‘Titled; %orrective Reading is

shHown in Table 02.4. This table gives breakd

wns by grade, by sex,

by race, by public and by full time equivalents (FTE).: As in previous
jéars the second grade has a higher concentration of participants.
Total participation is élightly increased over the previous year.
Perceftages of boys and .girls were identical for the two years. Par-
ticipation by race shows a greater concentration on black°pupils. :In

1974-75 the percentage was 44.4. In l975-76;¢he;percentage increased
 to 50.4. ) . ) - -

- - » &;

PR

For- 1975 76 the FTE factor was about 80%. This means that Because

of move-outs, phase-outs, move-ins, and phdse-ins.it takes 100 children'

in participation to be the equivalent of 80 children 4n full time par-
ticipation.™

time equivalent pupil in corrective reading is defined as a pupil who.

is in attepdance for eight months -;usually the amount of time elapsing '

This 1is very. similar to the ‘results of 1974- 75 One full

between. pretest and posttest. *

Evaluation of «Objective A . . o g )

f

o

L ) o ‘.

—

The objective of gaining .8 grade equivalent per year of instruc-
tion' is the same as gaining .8 month.for each month of instruction.
Since some pupils are not in' the readidg program for the entiré year,
the latter standard was chosen in thig, neport. Both yéarly d monthly

' gains will be reported however.‘ “#gu

,ﬁ\

Graphs 02.1 through 02.Q5 show aufrgguency distribution of monthly .
e

.In each table the objgctive was

%ains.
o posttest.

t at 0.8 months gdin pretest
grade two thropgh six were 1.6, 1.5,
\ an overall pglean gdin:of 1:5. This.

Monthly gains fo
5, respectively, wi

1.3, 1.4
' means thatj;,group of pupils, 'se: ected for reading fnstruction becauSe

they were in the lowest 30 percent of their classes on reading test,

rate

month.

*scores were, on-the average, able to: exceed the expected monthly gain

or all pupils.  The summary graph, 02.06 shows that 76. 4_’of all

-

-reading pupils met the objective of 8 month for each instructional

)

)\‘_.

.

¢
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! TABLE (2.1

'IITLE 1 CORRECTIVE RN PARTICIPATIONl
., ‘f ' .
: 1975-76 T |

' GRADE . - Sex’ M‘“ﬂ -
Lo M. | F'  Publde

, 4}
i d
o ',m"

wipkie 1, 2 3 & 5 6

Toiqls_

y %W s
RS O Y1 R0 /A
KR

e e m

ﬂﬁ .ﬁ

: 3
—~— f—
v g

R TR T A B

o

i },\5 D ST s

£.

w1

. ’

‘(\\

oWl m o n b 1

WooL 61w 1 b1

1

™

B w1 me s s
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. GRAPH 02.1 . \ -
TITLE I-CORRECTIVE READING
?REQUENCY TABLE OF GAINS PER MONTH OF READING INSTRUCTION

¥

Pupils achieving objective of

15

.8 months or more = 628 or 84.4X

GRADE 2 .
. 1975-76 . Con ‘
“ ‘ 5 ,? . ) .
~ _K, .
N Number ) . A ’ . . . R
Gaips Pupils >' : ‘y/- . .Frequency - ) - '
per Making ‘ S o 4
Month Gains & A ' : . , : ‘ i
© 3.0+ T 66 000000MKKK . XX0OOOMMKX  J0O0N0MMKNK  XXXXXIOANK  TAXAXXKXKKX KXKKXXXXAK KKXXXX
3.6 8 oo B T ;
2,9 8  ;exxxxx _
2.8 13 . XXXXXOERAX XXX
2.7 2 | xx oo S . .
2.6 16 XHXXAXIAKKX KKKKKX : .
2.5 18 HAKAAXXKAK xxxxgxkx * /r
2.4 28 30000000XXX XXXXKAXKAX KXXXXXKX
2.3 20 XXXXXXAXXX XXHAKXAKXX ' o ,
2.2 0. ‘ v ¥ ™~
2. 1. 29  XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXX
2.0 7 25 XXXXXXAXKK XKHXXAAXXK XKKHX
1.9 29 XXXAXAAXKX XXAXAXAKKX XXKAXKKAX - ‘ .
1.8 38 XXXAAAXKXX XAXAXXXAAX XAXAIKKAXK  KAXXXAAX e -
1.7 2 xx . X ‘
1.6 31 XXXKMAAAXK KXAXAXXXAK XKXKXKKXXXN X [ ——— Mean :
1.5 44 XXAAKKKXAK XKAXXXKXXKK XXKXXKAKKK XXAXXXKXAK XKAAX Y
1.4 53 XXXAXKKKKK AAXXKKKIKK  JOKAXXXXAA  XXIOCXANKK XXAAXAXAXKXA XXX - .
1.3 49 KAAAXKXAXK AXXAXXXAKXK XX XXXXXXKX xxtfxxxxxx XXAXKXXXXX
1.2 1 X . :
1.1 56 XXXXXXAXAXA KXXKAAAXKK XAKKKKAAXK XXXXXAXXAX AAAXAXXXXK AIOCXX
1.0 33 XXKXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXKKIKX XXX
0.9 29 XAAAKXXXAK  FOCXKXKXKXK  XXXAXXAKXK .
0.8 30 XXXXXXXXXX XXXOOXAKXKX XX00000K —— ===—es Objectiyve
0.7 4 xxxx .
0.6 2] XXXXXXXXXX XHAXXAXXXX X ;
0.5 29 KAAXXXHAXA KXXXKXAXAK XXAXXKXXKX
0.4 10 AXXXXXAXXX v
0.3 14 HEXAXRXXXAXK XXXX
0.2 1 x
0.1 10 XAXAKXXA XXX
No GAln 14  20000XXXXXX XXXX
Loss 13 XXXXXXXXXX XXX
) /
- Total, 744 >
Average galin per month of instruction = 1.6 months Standard Deviation = .8
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Total 522

Average gain per month of

Puplls achie
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objective of

XXXXXXXXRX
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e GRAPH 02.2 ’
TITLE I CORRECTIVE READING -
oy FREQUENCY TABLE OF GAINS PER MONTH OF READING INSTRUCTION
GRADE 3
‘ 1975-76 '
. ‘.
Number L y—

Gaing Pupils ' h * Frequgttcy |

per Making 4
Month Gaine | s 7 “

, %

3.0+~ 4] OOMXXXXKKX AXKKKXXXKX KIXOXKKKKKK  JKOOHOKAAXX X

3.0 9 AXXXXXKXKXK. . ' .

2.9 3 @ xx :

2.8 6 ploe.e 6.0 . o

2.7 1 x

2.6 - 11  XXXKXXXKXX X ’ -

2.5 14 XXXXAAXAXK KKHX "

2.4 11 1010 00000908

2.3 17 S000XXAXXXX KAAXAXX
© 2.2 2 XX ' -

2.1 15 /09000000080 eseed

2.0 19 KAXAKKKAXK KXXXKXKXKXX ,

1.9 11 XXXXKXXXXX X 70, - ‘

1.8 28 XXXXXAXAXK XXXXKHIAKA KXXKAAXX
1.7 3 xxx v

1.6, 30  XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXKXXKKKX XHXXXKKXXXX -

1.5 28 JOKXKXXXXX XXNHXKXKXKXX XXXXXXXX === ==~ Mean
1.4 42 XXOKKAKAXK JOCKXAXKAXK KKXKXKXXXK HKXKHKKXXKKX KX

1.3 29 TAAXKAXAKXK  KXXKAAXXAK XXAXXAXKK KK -

1.2 0 ‘ ,

1.1 23 ,/;xxxxxxxxx XXXAXXAKXX XXX

1.0 25  XAXXXXAXXK XAKAXKXKARX XAXXX

0.9 24 KAXXAXXKAKX XXXKKAXAXXK XXXX ’ e

0.8 28 AXAXXAANAA  JOOOOOCAXXA  KAXHAAX XX -——~x0bjective

0.7 2, xx ‘

0.6 12 KK XAKXXX XX

0.5. 20 70000000008 0000900¢5

0.4 17 AXXXKIOCKXK  XXXAXXXX ‘

0.3 15 AXXAAXXIKAKXK X EXXX .

0.2 0 . :

0.1 8 XAXXXXXXX /
No Lnln 8  XXXXXXXX . /
Loss 20

fnstruction = I.% months

.8 months or more = 42() or e,

80. 5%

.

L}
Standard Deviation

R e e o ete -

;)w;9



17

w, ¢

‘ ’ ¢
L 02.08 i «
- GRAPH 02.3 - - ,
L . ‘ TITLE- I CORRECTIVE READING * ‘
" # FRE"UENCY TABLE OF GAINS PER MONTH OF READING INSTRUCTION :
RN .{ ]
, 1 GRADE 4
: L o ".1975-76 , , ‘ A
: L - T 5, T -
' . Number ‘ ’ ' . - W
Gains Pupils Frequency - L
per, Making oL _ - 5 N
Month Gains . ‘ - i
i ' : Y : : . & R
3.04 387 00000000k J00000MKKKX XXKHKHAKKKK  IKIKHIHIK . ‘ .
3.0 . 72 xx D , R e . Co ‘
2.9 4 xox RO S . ; .
2§ 2 o vl R
: 2?36 3 XXX PR ;“ %, \ NI \y ]
2.5 "1l X00000008 X . %
" 2.4 6 XXxXxXX o oL e e Ty .3
2.3 7 xooox W - o . )
2.2 1 x o et ?, g
2.1 10 xoooxxxnx, 1 My L < !
2.0 13 xooooooxx oo et S
1.9 13 000000000 XK s T o S
1.8 18 000K0O0KX  XXOXXAAXX .. o
1.7 4 oo , e S
1.6 15  XXXXXAKAKK KAKKK ; E ,
1.5 16  x00000000 000K L e '
1.4 19 ' AXXX0OKXX KOAXXXXAK T A Ao . '
1.3 - 22 XXXXXXXXXX XXXKKXXXKKX XX bt : < mmm—— Meanr !
1.2 4 x . N
1.1 2] XXXXXAXXXX XAXXXXXXXX X .
1.0 32 KXKXAXXAKK HXXKAXAKAK XAXAKXKKKKX XK
0.9 2]l XXXXXXKXAKX XKXXAXXAKXX X-
0.8 25 XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXKXKRK XXKXX T mmeee—- Objective
0.7 1) x. . ,
0.6 23 | XXXXXXXXXX XXXXAKXXXX XXX -
0.5 20 | XXAXXXAXXXX XXXXIOLXKNX »
0.4 17 XXXXXXXXXX XKXXXXX ' .
0.3 17 XXXXAXAXXX XXXXXXX _
0.2 2 xx : _ -
0.1 - 3 oxxx .
No Gafn 17 ¥ XXXXAXXXXX XXXKXXX .
onn 44 XXXAAXKXXX KAXXAXKAXAK AXXXXKAXKK XXXXXXXXXN XXXX
Total 456 -
Average gnin per month of Instrdction = 1.3 months Standard Deviation = .9
Puptls achleving objectlve of .8 months or more = 312 or 68.4% g
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L TITLE I CORRECTIVE READING - ’ .
‘ FREQUENCY TABLE .OF GAINS PER MONTH OF READING INSTRUCTION
GRADE 5 -
o oo T 1975-76
' Number ﬂ.‘ﬂzﬁ. ‘
‘Gains Pupils X *%;, Frequency- -
fper Making ' &5;:h~'ﬁ&
Month ‘Gains ‘ "E‘:;’"‘/x: R ’;h_‘., . [
O AN R 1 —
iy P Ty ) .
. LI 4/ : / .
3.0+ 49 xxxxxxxxxXig;xxx}xxxx XXROOAXK XARKKAKXK
3.0 4 oo “ o o .
2.9 . 4 xoox ‘ - . v
2)8 7 xR . . \\“. . -
2,7 ¢ 0. " .
. 2.6 3 o . 'w% , § " . / .
2.5 - 5T oo I”y;m(,‘ / ‘ j‘f
2.4 9 XIXXXKXKX 4%%%{? -, = '
2.3 12 ;oooooootx Xx ;% f/ ’ : .
2.2 3 xxXx ) . K (
2.1 10 xooooocxxx . Y , . . o -,
2.0 17 0000000000 XXKXXXX ./, . : - e e
1.9 9  xxxxxockx . 1 v ’ : ; J%‘;ﬁf'
1.8 17 XXO0OOKXAK XXXKXXK : N
‘1.7 2 . xx _ |
1.6 15 JOKKXXKXXX XXXXX o ’
1.5 - 10 sooooomxx B
1.4 15  X0000000 XXXIK S T —— Mean
1.3 16 ©  XXXHIOAAAK  AXKHAK ' ' ,
1.2 1 x '
1.1 15 XAXOKRAAK  XAKXAK
1.0 22 ' XXXXAXKAXK XAXAXKXAKK XX
0.9 11 xoooocooox X
0.8 8 o000 ------Objective
0.7 0 .
0.6 14 O00KXXK XAXK
0.5 10 xoootoexxxx ' .
0.4 15 | 0000000 000K '
.0.3 15 . xooooexyxor XXXxx
0.2 0 v m‘p‘/
0.1 4 xxxx : .
No Gain 19 IQGQO0COICFKK JXXKIXAKX N - »
Loss 37 OKXXARXAXK  XIOOOCAXAKK  HXHOKAXXK - XXXKAKXX
/ : | \ | -
Total %78 ' : : o R
Average gdain per month of instruction = 1.4 months . Standard Deviation = 1.0

. Pupils achieving objectfve of .8 months or more = 264 or 69 8x .

18
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- | ~ - GRAPH 02.5 I
g - TITLE I CORRECTIVE READING . ' r.
FREQUENCY TABLE OF GAINS PER MDNTH OF. READING INSTRUCTION
! ~ ) . GRADE.6 . .+ C 4
. - 1975-76 e < / . ¢
- - Number o K oy
" Gains Pupils : ) Frequency
"~ per Making = = . 7 = L R g .
Month Gains . ) B s
A. . i “ \ ’
3.0+ 58 XIOOOOKXKKK" XXXKOOOKNK  IOKXKKIKK,. KI00000K XKHKIKKKKK  1000IKIKK
3.0 . 4 . oxx o
2:9 6. . xxoxXx
2.8 .5 | oooxx . - 4
27 1 x, . b -
2.6 " .4 o - A oo '
2.5 8 oooxxx :
2.4 IT 00000000KK X '
2.3 14 . souooooooo ook .
2.2 0 S i '
L 2,1 9 | xXoekxxkx
2.0 12 7 xooooooooo xx '
1.9 6 = xxox
1.8 10 x30ooo0mxxx
1.7 4 ook | s , b
“1.6 - .57 omxx : o,
L5 3 o S | - —Mean
1.4, 5 0o ) ‘ ‘
1.3 14" xtooooooor X0 g *
.2- -0 "~ /
1.1 .8 xotxxxx
1.0 17 XXAXKAKKKK K XXKKKXK
0.9 9 xxxxoooex T L .
0.8 11 oo0oxxxx x . . -——-=~Dbjective
0.7 -~ 2 xx >~ ' ‘
0.6 15  00XXXKXAKX XKXXX
© 0.5 11 XXX KAKXAX X ’ '
0.4 5 XXXXX ' ° '
0.3 4 OUKK c ) ’
0.2 . 0 o
0.1 7 KXXXKXKX :
No Gain 12  xXIo0(XXXXX XX o : )
Loss 39 X00000IXX AAXXXKAKKK XKXAXXKAXK XXXXXXKXX n
+
Total 319 ;
.,‘/
Avérage gain per ymonth of instruction = 1.5 months * Standard Deviation - 1,1

Pupils achieving objective of .8 months or more ='224 or 70.2%
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- g GRAPH 02:6 ' )
' TITLE 1 CORRECTIVE READING
FREQUE‘NCY TABLE OF GAINS PER MONTH QF READING INSTRUCTION
SU'MMARY .
PR : o ® ©1975-76 -
‘ Number 3 ‘ ' Co - ‘ i
Gains Pupils \\ . Frequency R ~ . - P T
per Making - ‘ )
Month - Gains - (each 'x' represents 5 pupiis) .
- P S -/ SRS .
) e s : o, v : .
o 3.0+ 252 000000000 - XXAAXAXXAXK 0O AX LOOOCOOOK. KAXKEXXAXX 3, .
3.0 . 27 ooy ; T ‘ o N
2.9 ° 25 KRAXAX
°» 2.8 239 7 xooekxxx .
v2.7 ¢ 67 x. ; o )
2.6 37 xooooooo o T : e R
2.5 56 XXOOKXXAKXX X - ‘ ST L . o v
2.4 65  xooonooooox. Xk ' ’ co
2.3 70 30000000000 XXX - I L.
'2.2 . 6 ’Q v . s . K > . \\ " i .
2.1 73 o000tk xxkxr. e e 4 -
2.0 ™ 86 . ToxkaOr XXxooooc L o A {ii' T
1.9 - 68  OOKKXXKKXX XXX xg:“”’ o -
1.8 ~ 111 . X0000QXKXX XXXXXXXKXX | -
o7 15 xxx
. 1.6 96 XXXXKXAKAK AXXXXXXXC ’
¢ 1.5 101 W X00000000K XXKKOOK . T --w==-=Mean
M 1.4 134 JOOODKAXKK  KXXKKAKARK  KAKIKI g -
r 1.3 7 130 XO0000KKK XXKAKKXXAK KAXXXX ', : T ) .
F/( 1.2 3 o i | <
MR P | 123 XAAXAXKKAX XAKXKXXKXAKX XXKHKD
1.0 129 XXXXXAXKXK XRICOKAAK  XKKRXICH
0.9 94 XXXXXAXXXX X20000000 _ . ,
, 0.8 102 AAXKKXXKKK  FXKIOOKAN > . ey Objective
‘x%g.7 9 Xk , ' ' ‘
0.6 85 & JOXMAXAXKAK XAXXAKXX
0.5 90 KXAXAAARKKK XKXXXAXXK
0.4 64 “  XIOOOIXXXKX XKn ;
0.3 05  XDOKKKKKX XXX N
0.2 3 » : Lo
0.1 32 XXXXXAKI /
No Gain 70 XKKXXAXKKX KKXKK I
Loss 153 KAXAKAXKKXK KAAXAXIAKAX EAXXXKXKXX H
Total’ 2419 \
Average gain per month of instruction = 1.5 Standard Deviation = .9.

Pupils achieving objective of .8 months or more = 1848 or 76.4%

20 ‘
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« 7 Table 02.2 is a summary of pretest and posttest mean grade equivalents
from the California Achievement Reading Tesé, For public schools, which
comprise nearly 96X of the data, pretest mean grade equivalents ranged from
1.4 at second grade to 3.7 at sixth grade while posttest means ranged from
2.5 to 4.8 for the same grades.  Months of gain ranged from eight for fourt?
grade to 11 for second and sixth grades. Thése-are straight .comparisons of

pretest ‘and posttest means without regard to 1ength of time in the _program. " ¥
) Results ‘for the severe corrective reading program are shown in Table
Co 023, g , A .
| " TABLE 02.2 . ~
K \\ . SUMMARY OF PRETEST AND' POSTTEST MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENTS
. CALTFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT, READING TEST
. TITLE I CORRECTIVE READING, 1975-76
' s - = ,;_ <¢f. - ;,/ ‘ o . o .
. Public Schools ] . Non Public Schools’
Grade . N Pretest Posttest Months N = Pretest Posttest = Months’
. C e X X Gain ' X X ,Gain
First . . : -4 41 1.5 2.2 7
, PN . .‘ A . . . . " . . ' ' . . , " . =
" Second 721 1.4 2.5 1m - 31 T L7 o 2.8 m .
¢ Third .509 " 1.9 - 2.9 10 212 2.5 ‘< 3.4 9
Fourth 431  2.9. 3.5 8 12 3.0 4.0 10/)‘ o
Faftne 337 200 S a9 100 T 43 s 12
Sixth _ 284 3.7 4.8 11 13- 4.6 5.6 ° 10
Seventh’ _ . ' 11 5.5 6.6 25
L Eighth , ' = 1 8.7, 6.6 9
‘ ] ] . o .
TABLE 02.3 : e

- _ SUMMARY OF PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENTS
R . " CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT READING TEST ' ' .
+ . TITLE I SEVERE CORRECTIVE READING, 1975- ~76 )

. v Pretest . Posttest & - . Months
Grade N "X . Gain
Fourth 19 22 v/ N 2.9 _ 7
Fifth 19 : 3.0 ' 8
Sixth 25 | \\/3.6 3.9 : 9 Al
. '4 - ' ' ,
LMy »
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Several reading systems were ih operation again this year in the

- Title I Schools. A comparison of system results is shown in able 02. b
Generally, it -appears that the EDL-and Psychotechnics produce greater .
mean gains than the other two ‘systems. The eclectic approach appeared
to show the best f%sults across,all grade levels. Of course mean gains
alone may not tell ihe whole story. Many factors should be considered:
class size, case load, /length of time the program hag ‘been® in operation,\

. availability of,gguipment. The: comparison of system, ean gainsg in this

report, do not in fude provisions ‘for the control of v iables,

Y
.

e ! TABLE 02.4
. e, . > : ) .
o o COMPARISON .OF READING SYSTEMS, B
. ' " . ,MEAN GAINS BY GRADE LEVEL o o
S . e TITLE I CORRECTIVE READING, 1975—76 SRCTRP RN
‘ . , NP i SYSTEM- - - -~ . - .
’ GRAQE' .. Hoffman Random - -~ Psycho- . -~ " EDL - Eclectic,
o : N House technics N .
Second * .9 I R O 2 Y
“Third _ 9 7 1.1 100 1.2
Fourth . .5 .7 .8 .9 1.2 '
L ) ]
Fifth .6 S - I 1.1 1.4 . 1.0
sixth .8 1.4 .8 1.2 1.3

Evaluation o&;Objective B
This objective spoke to the improvement of the pupils" instruc~

tional reading grade level.: Teachers were asked to rate each pupil on

a three point scale; made progreas, madé no progress, or regressed.

. Ratingg were received on 2473 pupils.  Overall, 92% 'were judged to

" have made improvement. This would. indicate that since 767 of all

pupils met the requirements of Objective A as shown in Graph 02.06 :
then 167 made gains but not enough to meet the objective. Only. '
eight percent .of the pupils regressed or mdde no progress., Table
02.5 shows the results for public and non-public pupils. ’

oo ,

. Evaluation of‘Objective c . Q@:iq\’ . o B

- i

-

Pupils were to have ahown an improved attitude towhrd reading. A
locally developed readin& attitude survey, the same one that was used ?
last year, was given to a random sample of pupils. The results, Table
02.6, are very similar to last year. For both years, only grade two
showed a significantly improved reading attitude. The other grades
showed differences in-attitudes but not enough’to be significdnt..

;h. o 99 L S
Q 4 a c . f.

E;BJ!;‘ '::;, . . ' o - . | .




Sy MBREOLS
S .t TITIE T CORRECTIVE READING N
.Y, RESULTS OF TEACHER RATINGS IN:CATEGORLES OF REGRESSION, NO PROGRESSJAND PROGRESS " &

0o

P B F T

TR w6 L .. 1;
oy
, \,‘ B RS
GRADE . _PUBLIC . NONRUBLIC ‘T i
REGRESSION MO PROGRESS - PROGRESS ~ REGRESSION  NO PROGReSS  PROGRESS. . . «
T 1 ‘ \ U [ ‘ ,“‘ ) ’. i
"1 L 3 | ) 4 4{1-‘”.\, -,
) 1 8 69, . : U FAh R
. D S P ' ei L
RIRE 18 9 182 A Y b
' : o ‘ ’ Yy ‘ 3 \'\"& - . E k T
B o BRI X 390 I T i o
s 31 gt 306 | B IR B <

" Totals - 1 ."'
Nuber % 6 2046 B O T 1
R Y N X b L6 24 %.0 -
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Pupil&,were expected to exhibit improved language arts and commun-

icqtibns skills as measured by a locally developed communications skills
\checklist which ‘was completed by the special reading teachers. A nine
-“item ecaleﬂwés distributed to special reading teachers. Each teacher
Krated previously randomly selected pupils on the scale which allowed
£7$or a.rarige from '"Much Improvement" to "Much Regression”. Overall, 75%
f"of the pupils in the sample were placed in the '"Much Improvement' or -

.M"Some’ Improvement" categories. The various grade levels ranged from.
69% (5th) to 82%g(%nd) in number in the two improvement categories.

RECOMMENDATIONS

E ent 1evels over the previous year. This continues a trend that
£ ;ed several years ago. The first and major objective was to,
”¢h grade: level: achieve mean gains of at least .8 monthd_for each

'S condary ob}ectives of improved reading instructional grade R
'1evels apd improved language arts and communications were met. Improve-
ment 1f ‘reading attitiyde, according to the instrument, was inconclusive

ecomen&ations for the 1976 17. year include the following %
R 5 @ . . %
~ RN Coﬁtinue the reading program o ﬁ%u'
RE SaTan e R ; . - ) .
e Increase the monthly grade level gains expected to one
morith’ per month of instruction. This would be more

. consistent with' pastkexperience. - ‘

o . !
K ' . Consider elimination of the objective on reading attitude.
. . : The instrument currently in use is probably an inadequate
measuring device. Results of the past two years have been
very similar.: k ‘

27

month:of instruction.f Overall gains were 1.5, almost double the expect- .
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ELEMENTARY MATHEMATICS PROGRAM, 1975-76

SUMMARY

—

The 1975-76 Elementary Mathematics program served a total of 2,698
pupils, which represented an increase of 67.percent over the previous year's -
number of participants. The participants were chosen fronka ong the most
educationally deficient pupils in the* school population. They attended 29
public elementary schools and three parochial schools. The pupils ranged in ’
grade from kindergarten to si’kth grade. The majority of pupilé came from .
grades K-3. The size of the program staff increased, also. The program
employed 28 instructional aides, a coordinator of aides, and six mathematics
.consultants. o

" Performance objectives were achieved by 56 percent of the participants
with posttest data. The greatest number and percent of\the participants

"achieving- the objective were in kindergarten The program was recommended
for continuation.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Scope “
Participants in the Eleméntary Mathematics.-program ranged in grade from
kindergarten t® sixth grade. Totals of 2,591 public school pupils and 107
private school pupils participated in the pfogram throughout the school year.
These participants attended 19 Title I target schools, ten extended ‘service
schools, ‘and three parochial schools.

The main objective of the program was to develop and strengthen the
pupils "basic math Skllls

Personnel
< Tke Elementary Mathematics program staff consisted of six math consul-
ta%ts, 28 in8tructional aides, a coordinator of aides, and a project

secretary. The publ! -chool system Coordinator of Mathematics served as the
project director. lassrcom teachers worked cooperatively with the program,
but were funded fr " -al sources. '

The mathematic. iides were responsible for assisting classroom teachers
in developing the math ,skills' of their pupils. The principal duties of the

.mathematich: instructional aides gere to:

l. Work with students in math labs as directed by classroom teachers.

2. Administer pretests and posttests, and tests for concept mastery
when requested by teacher®

-

29 e
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3. Keep accurate records of pupilsr fab experiences and levels of
conaept mastery. .

. . —_—
4. Construct visual aids and math g4mes for use in both“ihe classrooms
and the math labs. Lo

. "
5. Conduct tours of the math labs 'and demonstrate the various instruc-
tional games to non-project teachers who visit the math labs.

>

In summary, the duties of the math consultants were to: .

1. Assist the classroom teacher in developing a workable plan for
implementing the ‘math program.

2. Assist in ongoing pupil evaluation to enhance individualized
" instruction.

3. Observe math lessons and techniques periodically to insure ongoing
progress of the program, ’ P

4. Upon request, previde demonstrations appropriate to the concept

) being taught in the classroom. : \\

5. Conduct inservice meetings and summer workshops. . :

6. Assist the Coordinator of Mathematics in a variety of administrative
duties.

’

7. Compile pretestfand posttest data. v

Briefly, the responsibilities of the classroom teachers as they related
specifically to the Elementary Mathematics program were to:

1. Teach math to all children in the classroom and ensure that each
child develops his/her math potential to its maximum.

e

{ -

2. TIdentify and provide additional instructional time for those pupils

in Title I schools who rank in the lower one- third_of the class in
concept development,

3. Group pupils for math instruction.
4. For each concept, teach and evaluate until mastery 1is attainedr ST
\fﬁﬁ. 5.. Maintain current pupil skill sheets.

6. Use the adopted math texts only as supplements to the Elementary
Mathematics program. b

»

7. Inform the lab aide weekly, in writing, of the concepts to be worked *
on with each lab group for the coming-week.

8. Participate in the inservice training activities provided by the
program.

Q . ’ .- \ 3()
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Procedures

*
s -

Each mathematics instructional aide was assigned to an elementary
school. A math lab was set up 4n each school, providing a place for supple-
mentary matH instruction and instructional materials. Most of the aides’
time was spent working with pupils in the math lab. The math consultants
were based at the Murdock Teacher Center. The consultants visited the math
labs and classrooms regularly, and were available for consultative services
to the mathematics aides and classroom teachers. s .

Teachers and aides were involved in extensive preservice and inservice
activities. Regular classroom teachers new to the program atténded»a{two-
week orientation and preservice workshop held prior to the béginning of the
school year. All teachers attended four inservice sessiqns during the course
of the school year. Instructional aides attended a preservice workshop
during the summer preceding the school year. Throughout the school year, the
math consultants were available for inservice training as requested by
individuals or groups. -

Activities

The Elementary thematics program employs an actiwity approach which
- encourages maximum ¥nvolvement of the pupils. The traditional approach to
-teaching mathematics, that of adhering strictly to a prepared text and
following ''cookbook recipes'; is abandoned in favor of a more creative and
manipulative approach. Pupils are encouraged to progress on an individual .¢ -
basis 'as rapidly as possible. Actual pupil experiences are used as a source °
of classroom activities in order to make the lessons interesting and more
- closely related to the learner needs. The pupils are helped to discover and

use patterns and relationships, as opposed to memorizing and learning facts.yi e« -~

by rote. The program is designed to lead puplls to an understanding of
mathematical concepts. : .

The course of concept development within the mathematics program is
viewed as having four levels. * Throughout the four levels, the key to concept
development is pupil -involvement. The most basic level is the concrete
level, at which the pupil is urged to explore the concept through the physi-
cal manipulation of concrete objécts. The next level has been termed
"semi-concrete'", and at this stage the pupil is aided also by concrete repre-
sentations on the flannel and magnetic boards.. At the semi-abstract level,
the pupil uses chalkboards and overhead projector materials. Finally, at the
abstract leved, the pupil is able to use the mathematic concept as$ he/she
works with such materials as flash cards and ‘workbooks. - g

Basically, the. program encouréges a three-stage approach to the teaching
mathematics:

%

1. The manipulative stage stresses the use of manipulative materials.,

. 8, .
a3 . 2. The oral stage involves the use of motivational games requiring
verbal responses.

3. The written ‘stage emphasizes the use of paper anq penci1 to record
responses.

31
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The schematic diagram presented on page 03. 05 illustrates the instruc-
tional approach used fn the mathematics program. - /

Diagnosis "and evaluation are integral parts of the teaching process in
the mathematics program. Since’ instruction is dindividvalized, each pupil's
-evel of ability must be initially. determined. Subsequentby, frequent
evaluation enables, the instructor’ to determine when a pupil has mastered one
concept and can begin developing a° Tew concept.

) The sequence of diagnosis is the reverse of that of concept development.
Each pupil's mastery level is diagnosed initially through a written test.
«The written test assesses the child's mastery at the abstract level. Failing
to achieve the criterion for mastery of a concgpt at. this 1eve%, the pupil
is tested orally. If the pupil fails to pass the oral test,. he is tested at
the manipulative level. It is at the manipulative ‘level that a pupil is, .
introduced to a mathematical concept which he has not mastered ‘at /higher”
levels.

Math skill sheets are maintaiped for every pupil. The skill sheet is an
organized method for recording a pupil's mastery of the basic mathematics
concepts, and becomes .an historical record of the pupil's progress. The
checklist also aids the instructor in individualizing instruction. °

\

[

Instructional Equipment and Supplies »

Many of the instructional materials .used in the program were made by the ~
teachers and aides. The use of standard textbooks was discouraged. Many
games were used to reinforce mathematics concepts because they held the
pupils' interest. Many of the games were teacher-made alterations of popwlar

« . ~games. - Examples of frequently used games are: !
Bug Ya : ’ Pokeno
Tug of War _ : * Orbit the Earth
Yaht zee ’ _ Shake a Fact . . s
Kung Fu » Lotto '
Twinks v . Concentration . >~
Jeopardy d _ Tic Tac Toe ’
Place Value Walk , Could Be
Bingo "~ Imma Quiz -

Manipulative materials were also frequently used. Some examples fqllowg

Beans . Dominoes Magnetic chalkboards
) Blocks Flannel boards ' Pegboards -

Construction paper Flashcards "© - - Pop beads

Cups "¢ . e ~ Geoboards Quiet counters

Dice . . Hundreds square /

o

Parent-Community Involvement

@

The staff members actively involved members of the school communities in
the-mathematics program. The math consultants worked cooperatively with the
Title I Parent Education Aides to present workshops for parents. Parents

~ also were urged to visit the math labs. )

-
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SCHEYATLC DIACRAM OF INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACK,
Title T Elementary Mathematics, 1975-76
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e
. o
Budget ; \ s
A. SALARIES Ce .-
6 Elementary Math Consultants ( $ 84,000 -
‘1. Coordinator of. Aides : ' 6,250
’ . 28 Instructional Aides ‘ 106,000
' 1l Secretary (10 months) . 5,789
Preservice and Inservice Training 16,200
. . —=6,200
- . ' _ T L $218.239 .
B. - CONTRACTED SERVICES &  ° ‘
Consultant Services _ .'j' ‘ § 370
’ Workshops -~ 2,500
Telephone - M.T.C. 600 .
. ' - 3,470

w

C. OTHER EXPENSES .

Supplies ) $ 40,400

/f-- Travel and Auto Allowance l ‘4,000
v Equipment . o 4,000

¢
N

_ : A 48,400 -
o TOTAL : - ) o $270,109 '

. . | . ; |

Based on a total of 2,698 participants, the per pupil gost for this activity
was $100.12. Based on the number of participants with both pretest and

posttest data, the per pupil.cost of the program was $131.50.

v

. ) - " 'EVALUATION Y

Performance objectives for each grade 1eve1 were selected for evalua—
. tism. They are as follows: : _ R
1. Kindergarten elementary math project pupils. will demonstrate an
. increase in mathematics readiness as'shown.by. their responses
N " pretest and posttest .to an orally administered Tocally developed
- achievement test. The number and percent who score 50 or more on

< éf posttest of a possible 60 points'or who make a growth of 15 points
will be reported. . - .

-

20 - 2. PFirst grade elementary mathematics pupils will demonstrate an
s ‘ipepease in their knowledge of mathematical concepts in addition
'jubtraction as shown by their. ‘responses pretest gpd podttest
g 100-point localfy deteloped achievement tést (40 points oral,
U poirts written). 'The number and percent who score 80 or more
'on posttest or who make a growth of 35 points will be reported.
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3. Second grade elementary mathematics pupils will demonstrate an
increase in .their knowledge of mathematical concepts in addition, -
subtraction, and multiplication as shown by their responses pretest -
and posttest to a 100-point locally developed achievement tegt (all
written) ~ The number and percent who score 80 or more or who make

a growth of 25 points will be reported

C
]

4. . Third grade el ntary mathematics pupils will demonstrate an
. - 1increase in their knowledge of mathematical concepts in addition and
'subtraction, as shown by their responses pretest and posttest to a
125-point locally developed written dchievement' test. The number

and 'percent who.score 100 or more or who make a growth of 30 points
will be reported.

5. Fourth grade elementary mathematics pupils will demonstr'ate an
increase in their knowledge of mathematical concepts in addition,
subtractiqn, multiplication, place value, and regrouping as shown
by their responses pretest and posttest to a 54-point locally

e developed written achievement test. The number and percent wh
score 30 or more or who make a gréwth of 10 points will be repgrted.

6. Fifth grade elementary mathematics pupils will demonstrate an
increase in their knowledge of mathematical concepts in addition,
subtraction, multiplication, division, place value and regrouping as’

. shown by their respanses pretest and posttest to a 62-point locally
developed written achievement test. The number and percent who'
score 40 or more or who make a growth of 10 points :will be reported.

<

7. Sixth grade elementary,mathematics pupils will demonstrate an
iacrease in their knowledgé of mathematigal concepts in additionm,

. subtraction, multiplication, division, place value and regrouping as

. shown by their responses pretest and posttest to a 74-point locally
developed written achievement test- The number and percent who

~8core 45 or more oTr who make a\growth of 10 points will be reported.’

. \
B

Pupils were chosen for participation in the program on the basis of
achievement test results and teacher referral. . Participation statistics for
public and non—public school participants appear in Tables 03.1 and 03.2
respectively. Only slightly more boys than girls participated in the pro-
gram. Counting both public and non-public school pupils together, approxi-
mately 54 percent were white, nearly 39 percent were glack and almost five
percent were Mexican American. The remaining two- pertent of the participants
were. either Oriental or American Indian. The numbér of paxticipaqts was - -
fairly evenly distributed across the .grade levels. S

Tables 03.3 through 03.9 show the number and percent of participants

' achieving the objectives for each school at each grade level. The percent of

participants who achieved one or both objectives was based. upon” the number of
participants having posttest scores. The totals for each grade also appear
in the tables. 0

A total of 1317 pupils, or 56 percent of the program participants with
complete test data, achieved the objecfives. Only two grade level kinder-
garten-and second grade, had more than 56 percent of the. particfpnnts“achiev-
ing the objectives. Both the largest number and the largest percent,bf

-6 .

. o . <
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- partfcipants achieving the stated performance objectives oecurred at the
kindergarten level. ;By grade level, the .percent of participants achieving
the objectives/ranged from 45 percent to 77 percent. Table 03.10 contains .
summary information of the achieVement data. S ' \

’ - .
g TABLE 03.1- -
TITLE 1 ELEMENTARY MATHEMATICS PROGRAM
'PUBLIC- SCHOOL PARTICIPATION STATISTACS
1975-76
; Sex _ - - Race* \t; - i .
Grade Male Female® "1~ 2 {?“3~~~uj:4hhi ;5 . NAMT . Total .
Rdg 235 ~=zos1v 254 | W%gg £ 30 . 7, 3 w3
.. P .
First 252 . 240 266 197 20 4. 5 "- 492
‘Second .. 208 184 220 1150 s 4 . 2. 392
N ' hird 128 ; 100, 114 - 1 . 99 11 3 228
Fourth . 247 2% 27 1 115 22 17 1 483
Fifth U 146 - RS9 o s o .;Q )
sixth 119 146 . 134 2 111 13 2 1 263
Totals e
" Number , 1333 ;'i258 1414 6 996 122 41 T 12 2591
Percent’ 51;5T 8.6 6.6 .2 384 47 1.6 .5

* Race Key: 1=Caucasian; 2=Asian American, 3=Black; 9=Spanish Mexican
5= Amerlcan Indian o :

**Data not recorded

Percents may not add to 100.0 because of rounding. . R
. <
. ."' N
t . B
A S
‘-";-‘.';‘,?
'i..,‘ _'.~.$> ?'
, Q '“; X ‘37 .
N o
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. TABLE 03.2 w
TITLE I ELEMENTARY MATHEMATICS PROGRAM
NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL PARTICIPATION STATISTICS

Loomsere R
( | .
: Sex ]» o . . " Race* '
Grade ‘Male Femdle 1 2 " 3 4 5 Naxx ) Total
Kdg - ""___ - - - -
CFirst | 16 8 7 -2 w2 2 ,24”
HSQcond.‘ 415 s ‘il 3 319
o Third, T 2 & . 6.
. Fourth 7 12 ‘Jii 3 10 ' 10 2
Fifth 15 f?fcyc_ba . 5 4 22
>£g>Sixth 8 5 7 ‘f s 1 IR
Totals. _ - | ‘. ' o o , .‘ o
Number 58 49 31 2 46, 10 - 12 107
. Percent 54.2 45.8  34.6 1.9 43.0 9.4 “ 11

1

* Race Key: 1= Caucasian, 2=Asian American, 3=B1ack 4-Spanish Mexican

S=American Infian _ v
— , . s
**Data not recorded ' o : J o ' 3
. . Percents may not add to 100.0 because of rounding. ' B
A3
. . \ .
» . i
H
€
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¥ TABLE 03.3
,;"‘NUMBER AND PERCENT ACHIEVING PERFORMANCE ‘QBJECTIVE
, KINDERGARTEN
TITLE I ELEMENTARY MATHEMATICS 1975 76 . . CooE
s
. ‘Participants
. \ Partici- with Post- Participants Achieving Objective
School. " pants . ’ test Scores umber Percent
- Alcott g 12 11 10 : 90.9
Ark. Ave. 2 2 1 T 50.0
Bfyant 4 3 3. 100.0
Caldwell - - - k - v -
. Cloud ' 35 . .. 22 ot 15 . 68.2
pdge 32 .29 e © 17 : ) 58.6"
Enterprise 3 : 2. : 1 ) 50.0°
Pabrique 7 6 4 . 66.7
Ffanklin 20 20 : 16 ' 80.0 :
nston .22, o200 1 : 55.0
Harry St. S 28 Sl T24 ‘ 22 . 91.7:
Ingalls 28 . 22 .7 .21 Toores.g
2 Irving Cas 39. : 28 » 71.8
Lincoln o204, 15 10 -, S 66.7
Linwood . 8 . .8 6 g - 7150
Longfellow - 11 - R b ¢ . '8 - C.72.7
L'Ouverture 9 - 8y 4 " - 50.0:
‘MacArthur ' 20 .. 16 / : 11 oo .- 68.8 ¢
McCollom C17 12 -\ 10 - T~ . 83.3
Minheha ~ ° 9° 9 7 s " 77.8
Mueller - - 14 . . 13 , 13 T 100.0
OK - e =) S ' L -
Park T 16 7 o S A 100.0
Payne .- ) 21 . 16 - 14 S 87.5
Rogesgs S 15 ~ 10 _ 66.7
Sim A 3, - LT3 100.0 -
Washington 17 ©15 o127 ..+ 80.0 .
Wells : 23 v 18 , 17 , 9%.4
Woodman 7 , 2. . 2 _ 100.0
_;»Holy-Savior - - oy - _ L _
. .7 % i8t. Josephs ’ - . B - . Coe—
71,7 Our Lady of - ' : : b "
£ Guadalupe e - D - o -
*.. TOTALS ) 443 - 368 283 - 76.9
[ ?
. ‘
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. . TABLE 03.4 ‘
g A NUMBER AND 'PERCENT ACHIEVING PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE
TR FIRST GRADE
o TITLE I ELEMENTARY. MATHEMATICS, 1975~ 76 , ;

o Partiéibérit_:s :
L Parcici-' " with Post- Participants Achievingjbjective
" School ; : -_Pants " . test Scores - . “Number " . Percent

Alcott 9. 7 55 5

Ark. Ave. - -

Bryant P 62 5 ... .
Caldwell €y o 100,00 g o
:Cloud 7. 50 32.4

- Dodge SR
Enterprise S 12
Fabrique L 3
Franklin 16
Funston . 8

o Harry St. . 25

SR Inga](is C 17:

: Irving - - .20

1incoln: - 18

Linwood ' 12

Longfellow - 19

L'Ouyerture . . 12 ,

MacArthur T 30 2

McCollom 9 o 7

Minneha L1l 2

Mueller. =~ - 19 .16 C

oK 7 . 6 Y ' 50.0

Park o 22 14 , ... 100.0 - =

Payne . "32 22 ' 17 o 77.3

Rogers v 16 ) 14 8 -, < 57.1

Sim : 6 . o5 - e 5 Lo o 100.0

Washington ¢o21 21 ‘ R § P : ' 52.4

Wells .20 15 13 . 86.7

Woodman - .17 13 - -7 o 53.8 " :

Holy Savior 14 : L S ~50.0 .

St. Josephs . 5 - 5- Lo 5 .. 100.0

Our Lady of - = 5 .5 ‘ 5 : P ";_100.’0 N

20,9
27.3
00,0
37.4 ¢ ‘
87.5 -~ .

59.1 Rt

e 667 H S
L4201 “‘ﬁd?
- 73.3, -

54.5 |

29.4 .

‘41.7

65.4 :

14.3 - .

00.0 ,

93.8

B

. ;
s
.
+ )
W,
.y
e
e
‘:. . At * :
. s ~
4, M
N D
! H -
'1,1 .
. . .
. .
. .
x

=
v o

=
s W

h Guadalupe 1 . .. . -
TOTALS 516 s R T o
'.: o ° "’

- . : E . ' .
. R : . . . . ] T
. v Lo . N oL - . . »
. P . . .
- . . ¢ . s Ly
' . : . N AN : - : . ' «
. Lo Yo ‘ e . . P * . ! e . 1 :
Q L L s B f N PR : -’ . . N . .
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TA.BLE 03F
NUMBER AND PERCENT ACHIEVING PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE
SECOND GRADE
\TITLE I ELEMENTARY" MATHEMATICS 1975 76

@‘ : ]..
: Participants ' v
Partici- with Post- Participants Achieving Objective
School . pants test Scores Number Percent
Alcott 8. _ g N - 100.0
Ark. Ave. 26 ' 24 ' 13 : : 54.2
Bryant - 3 1 ' 0 00.0
Caldwell . 3 . 3 3 100.0
_“Cloud 30 ; 29 _ 9, .. 31.0
. Dodge °~ - 29 22 ' ’ 18 ' 81.8
\ Enterprise - 4 2 50..0
~._ Fabrique ' 3 3 0 : 00.0
\\hﬂ&? S T R X 4 73.7"
Funstor . 15 .14 3 92.9
Harry §t. - 20 16 8 50.0
Ingalls 8 -7 7 100.0
Irving 4 o 4 3 75.0
Lincoln R O AR S Y .15 88.2
Linwood 16 . 16 . 8 50.0
Longfellow 27 24 . 16 66.7
" L'Ouverture - 11 10 4 40.0
: MacArthur ! 19 15 ) ' ' 33.3
- McCollom 9 6 4 ©66.7
Minneha 14 0 0 -
‘Mueller ) 9 T« 8 . 6 ' 75.0
OK ) 7 6 5 83.3
Park 11. 5 1 20.0
Payne 16 N 14 7 50.0
Rogers ' 16 . . 15 6 40.0 .
Sim 3 -2 2 100.0 .
Washington 16 15 7 , 46.7
Wells 16 16 . 13 81.3
Woodman 12 T8 7 87.5
Holy Savior 11 . » 11 7. 63.6
St. Josephf _ 4 o 4 4 ' 100.0
Our Lady of 4 ' 4 3 75.0
? Guadalupe. :
.. "N . . ] : ] )
TOTALS. 411 350 o219 _ 62.6
N
' 4 1

LY W i
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TABLE 03.6 ' S .
NUMBER :AND PERCENT ACHIEVING PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE
THIRD GRADE ‘

’ TITLE I ELEMENTARY MATHEMATICS, 1975-76

R > Participants T - .
Partici- ' wigh Post- Participants Achieving Objective
School pants test Scores Number Percent
LY
Alcott 4 3 . 3 . 100.0
Ark. Ave. 18 17 9 52.9
Bryant - 2. 2 ) 1 50.0
Caldwell 1 _ 1 1 100.0
Cloud - - - -
Dodge .21 18 7 38.9
Enterprise 9 9 4. 44.4
Fabrique 6 - 6 3 50.0
Franklin 21 21 18 85.7
Funston 13 13 4 30.8
Harry St. - - - -
Ingalls 6 5 3 60.0
Irving - - - - - -—
Lincoln - - - -—
Linwood -9 9 . 4 44. 4
Longfellow 7 7 t 0 00.0
.L'Ouverture 5 5 1 - 20.0
MacArthur 6 6 -2 33.3
McCollom 6 5 2 - 40.0
Minneha 1 0 . 0 --
Mueller 14 14 6 42.9
0K 4 3 1 33.3
Park 12 5 5 100.0
Payne 17 15 1 . 6.7
Rogers 21 21 10+ 47.6;, =
Sim 1 0 0 -
Washington /= 10 10 10 .100.0
Wells f .3 2 2-- 100.0
Woodman - 9 8 3. ,V 37.4
Holy Savior 4 A 4 100.0
St. Josephs' 2 1 1 g 100.0
Our Lady of - - - -
Guadalupe oL '
TOTALS 234 210 02 . . - 50.0
. 3 \i .
\
o ) n 42
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' TABLE 03.7 - . _
NUMBER AND PERCENT ACHIEVING PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE
- - _ FOURTH 'GRADE ;|
o TITLE I ELEMENTARY MATHEMATICS, 1975-76 ,
' Participants .
Partici- with Post-  ~ Participants Achieving Objective
School pants test Scores ~ Number ' Percent-
Alcott - 33 29 10 o 34.4
Ark. Ave. 20 : 18 . 11 61.1
Bryant 9 9 - Ry, - bbb
. Caldwell , 7 7 o 2 28.6.
Cloud 37 33 ) 13 ‘ 39.4
Bodge - 50 45 ‘ 33 o : 73.3
Enterprise -1 "1 ' 0 , ' .00.0
Fabrique 8 g8 . 1, ' 12.5
Franklin 16 - .16 , _ 11 68.8
Funston . - 14 14 1 a 7.1
Harry St. 36 30 . - 22 73.3
Ingalls 4 4 2 ' ©50.0
Irving X - - - . --
 _Lincoln ‘20 19 15 - 78.9 .
~ Linwood 20 20 10 50.0 g
Longfellow 25 25 3 12,0 . B
L'Ouverture 4 - 4 ’ I 25.0
MacArthur 24 21 * 12 . 57.1
McCollom 12 11 2 18.2
Minneha 12 12 . 4 33.3
Mueller 19 18 4 - 22.2
OK 4 4 . (¢ 2 . 50.0 °
Park 9 7 (. 1 14.2 -
Payne .29 o 24 13 54.2
Rogers 15 13 5 38.5
Sim ' - - , - -
Washington 19 19 ‘ 11 57.9
"Wells 22 20 9 45.0
Woodman 14 10 2 20.0
Holy Savior 10 h 10 2 20.0
St. Josephs- 3 .3 2 66.7
Our Lady of . 10 10 5 50.0
Guadalupe '
TOTALS‘ 506 464 # 213 45.9
- ] o

2y - : °. -
4. :

”
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TABLE 03.8
NUMBER AND PERCENT ACHIEVING PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE
o ", . FIFTH GRADE .
.. .. TITLE I ELEMENTARY MATHEMATICS, 1975-76
’ . ‘ Participants , )
. Partici- with Post-~ Particijanté Ach}evirig Objective
Sgchool R pants’ - test Scores ‘Number D Percent
Alcott ¢ _ - - -
Ark. Ave. - e 154 11 6
Bryant .15 13 ‘6,
Caldwell o 220 i 1
Cloud ':. ' .21 21, 6
. ‘Dodge Loo.o729 25- 9°
. » Enterprise - 1. Tl 1
" Fabrique - . 1 1 S
Franklin _ ' 11 11 b
' Funston - 16 S 16 10
Harry St. C 1S 5 . -3 ’
Ingalls T, 4 ' 4" 0
~ Irving ' L 67 6 0
"Lincoln te20 ‘18 11 ’
Linwood 205 S § ‘10 -
Longfellow 22 - 22 -8
L'Ouverture 3% 3 0 :
MacArthur ., - - - -
McCollom 9 7 7. 1.
Minneha * - 13 12 40
Mueller o 4 4 0
OK ‘ 3 2 > p 10
Park 5 .é“ﬂ 3 -
Payne 19 15 1
. Rogers C- - =T re
Sim ' .5 5 1 0
R " Washington 11 11 6 - 5
Wells 23 22 10 .9
Woodman 6 4 4 . 100.0
Holy Savior ] 6 3 ™ 50.0
St. Josephs 8 7 2 , 28.6
Our Lady of . 8 - 8 5 62.5
' Guadalupe o
9 k) -
. N .
TOTALS 312 278 . 125 . 45.0
S ,

.7
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TABLE 03.9 . ) T
NUMBER AND PERCENT ACHIEVING PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE
SIXTH GRADE

TITLE I ELEMENTARY MATHEMATICS, 1975-76

T

.
oy Particf’bants . P
Par;ici—~ﬁ “with Post- Participants Achieving Objective
School pan(’s SR test ,Scores . Number ~ Percent
v‘ SO H .
) )r_{ﬁ ‘_'.-v: -_;}, A - N i /
Alcott 11 Y= 710 . 6 60.0 oo
Ark. Ave, - - - -— p
Bryant 12 12 5. 41.7 o
. Caldwell 3 3 1 33.3 oo
Cloud 9 - 9 3 33.3 .
Dodge 4 4 1 25.0
Enterprise - 1 1 0 00.0
Fabrique 5 - 5 -2 40.0
Franklin 3 3 1 33.3
Funston 8 8 7 87.5
Harry St. 12 10 9 90.0 )
Ingalls 5 5 2 40.0
Irving 13 11 9 : 90.0
Lincoln 14. 12 4 7 33.3 3
Ligwood 36 36 26 72.2 £
Longfellow . 18 18 7 : 38.9 L
L'Ouverture 10 10 4 ¢ ' _ 40.0 ‘
- ~MacArthur - : - - -
McCollom 8 5 4 80.0
Minneha 5 5 47 80.0
Mueller 7 7 5 71.4
oK - - - -
Park . 300 1 0 00.0 .
Payne Soi29 27 . 9 33.3
Rogers . RETRNEY N S ‘15 g 8 C 3343
Sim ) 3 2’ S | 50.0 N
Washington - 12 11 e 3 27.3
Wells .10 10 5 50.0
Woodman : 7 7 4 57.1
Holy Savior - 4 1 25.0
St. Josephs 6 R 6 4 66.7 .
I Our Lady of =~ . 2 ) 2 : -1 50.0 -
" Guadalupe ' ‘
TOTALS . 276 259 . 136 . 52,5
. - vl
4 ;




|  TABLE 03.10
SUMARY OF ACHLEVEMENT RESILTS
: TITLE I ELEMENTARY MATHEMATICS, 1975-76
A o
. | N .
" Number of Participants . Number Above =~ Number ‘ Percent

g ;_:’With Pre-  With Post- Witj - (Criterion Score Achieviﬁé Achieving .

" Grade  Total tegt Scores - test Scores  Bot Pre Post  Objective(s) Objective(s)*

T

; \
| . . . \ ’ ‘ ‘
Kg' W3 3 Cwe w6 18w X
o | | :
" \
Fst 516 4% m. o omL 21 1% 545
' ‘ , v | C

Geond ML M B . W1 I 19 6

om0 . 18 \ o @ W s
Pourth | 50649 W 1ww S

| 5.0
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‘ RECOMMENDATIONS . ) )

J

The majority of those Elementary Mathematics participants with complete
test data achieved the performance objectives. - However, the percent of )
participants achieving the stated objectives varied considerably over-:the
grade levels, indicating a need to further refine the performance objectives

specific to some of the grade levels. The program is recommended for
continuation. o ‘
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' :"components for the past twe years.."’

PROGRAMS IN INSTITUTIONS FOR NEGLECTED CHILDREN, 1975 76

SUMMARY | .

&

&

During the 1975-76 school year, four homes. for neglected children
participated in the Title I project. These homes'were served¢y nine
teachers who provided corrective or remedial tutored instruction in reading
or mathematics. The total number of children who particpated.in the program
was 111. However, due to-a high rate of pupil mobility, the average daily
membership was approximately 48. Formal evaluation was hampered by the fact
that pre and posttest data were avgilable for only a small percentage’: 0f
participants. -The program was recommended for continuation with majbr «

' modifications. - e e ’ = SR

i
4,

CTIVITY CONTEXT

Regardless of the quality of eare a child receives 1in an institutional
setting, it 1s difficult for him to receive the same amount and kindxof
- praise and attention given to children in.more normal home environmenté
" having stable family relationships. Receiving parental. encouragement and
expression of dnterest in his or her school experience helps to motivate. the
child -toward a®®ievement in the academic setting. Lacking this kind of )
parental attention, the <child finds less satsifaction in achieving success in
school. In response to this problem, the Title I project directors felt that
some sortof compensatory effort needed to be directed toward the residential
homes for neglected children.. Conferences witl institutional directors
determined the kinds of programs most desired when the progrgy. was initidted

The nature .of the program has changed considerably 8in¢ ;tbe program’ s
initial implementation in 1966~67. At that time,;,Title If -_,1 8-were made
avallable to provide enrichment opportunities'in music,1art,,‘ M physical
education. During the years fqllowinmg, the: program was expaﬁ ed: to include
corrective reading, correttive mathe "ics, crafts, home. econ.uics, and -
‘counselﬂng services,_ In 1973- 74, the rog;am was’ Testricted'f
reading. ahd ma;hematics instruction.;

e

. The Title I-program for children incinstitutions for
operateﬂ'in four homes during the 1975-76 school year: Mau
Children s Home, Phyllis Wheatléy Children's Home, Wichitay
and United Methodist Youthville Group Home._oThe homgs are
Wichita. ST e
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and mathematics. Eighty—one children participated in mﬁthematics instruc-
tion; 101 cKlildren received reading inStruction. v,

.
. 4

3 . - Tt - . Ly

e o : : , g . el

Personnel X
. Nine teachers from the schodl district teaching staff were employed
i, part-time. Each teacher spent six hours '‘per week at one of the residential
. Nhomes. Instruction was proﬁided during the evenings. Instructors were
assigned to homes in the following mannerg Methodist Youthville and Maude
Carpenter Children s Home each had one reading ‘teacher; Wichita Children's
" Home had two reading teachers and one math teacher; Phyllis Wheatley e
Children's Home had two~reading and two math teachers.. Program supervision ‘7
and inservice Lraining was performed by the Title I Parent Coordinator. ’

v,ﬂ
WS

i : . . . . . ,‘
e Activities \ _ O

The program s ‘main thrust was the improvement of basic skills in reading
and ‘mathematics. ~‘Tnstructional techniques similar- to ,those used. in Title I
o Corrective Reading and Mathemati,/ﬂprograms were employed to improVe the
"7 -pupils™ basic skills. The’ major”instructional methods were individualized
2 instruction, reinforcement of" concepts, -and establishukht of" motivational
ey emphasis. The instructors: worked with children both individually and in.
small groups,_and met with the,pupils one or more times per week, according
to each child's heeds. Math and“feading instruction:was occasionally. inte- .
4 .. grated with other activities in order to increase pupil interest and to
"1 “demonstrate practical application of basic skills.” Learning kits, math and
7~ . word games, and+«eacher prepared materials were the most frequently ‘used - :
;7”-1{ instructional materials. Each instructor received a small budget for mater-‘
‘ ‘ials -and supplies. ' :

Budget v. : B WU ' :
- A SALIQ\PfE‘S . v. | o I SRR B : LTé \’;’

Ta :~g~ 6 Reading Teachers o | Y . ' :
~ 0 3 Mathematics Teachers o $ll,?70

' Preservice and Inservice _ ____ 60 ' -

A ] Do $12,030 . |
B. CONTRACTED SERVICES ...
I‘!Ot}e . . : . :’:




“ C. OTHER EXPENSES = g o , - : .
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- ° ~

‘Supplies (9 teachers X, $20¢) pt:' $ 1,800
. Equipment ~ ) - 100 )
f ' R -1 902#
& g | . $13,930

*

’

Based upon the total number of participapts (111), the perxpupil expenditire
was $137.67. However, if the full time equivalent number of pupils (48) is

considered, the per pupil expendituyre was '$318.37. S X
) . . . .',’ .
4 . EVALUATION .
. ~ -2 ¢

: e T e . N _ .
Programs- for-.neglected children were planned to provide an additional:
input into the range of'experience of*institutionalized childgen. Emphasis .
was given to the strengthening of basic academic skills.' The performance
objectives were stated as follows.' 5 . ) j/
1. Children'residing in institutions for neglected children will
... . improve their reading knowlefige 'as shown by posttest scores
. -~.. greater.than.pretest scores on the McGrath Reading Tests.

2. Children residing in institutions for neglected children will
~improve their mathematics skills as shown by posttest scores
_ , greater than pretest scores on a locally developed mathematics
; ‘ ' gkill sheet. . . . ?
S Participation statistics appear in Table04.1. Participation was almost
b evenly divided between girls and boys. Nearly three fourths of the partici-.
"pants were, white; one*fifth ‘were black., A slightly greater number of ~
participants were in grades three, five, and six; however, the participation
by . grade was fairly evenly distributed.

~.
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‘ . TABL};,OH
‘ * NEGLECTED CHILOREN'S TNSTITUTIONL PROGRAMS i
,_ PARTICIPATION STATI§TICS “
" \ e ‘ L
¢ .
)' ‘ ,-  Sex . , ‘_ Racé*' ‘ ‘ ‘ L s
Grade - ‘Male  “Temale 1 2 ‘\\ A b Total =~
Kindergarten - 2 Yy o 3 .1 | ,
Pirst D 6 1 1 8
Second L B B | DRI 1
Third- 5 9 5 1
Fourth - B L T RS R 2 o T
Fifth 11 3 n ol A W
Sixth DR ¥ 12 21 K Y
Seventh Y Y Lk 1 - P T
Eighth 5o L ' 2 ,d 1
Nnth 3 700009 I 10!
Tenth | 4 [ Y 8 .
~ Eleventh - . 1 ke 3 7 5
Twelth 1,. 0 ‘1 o 1
Ungraded 3 2 b 1 5
Total o w5 w1 1 |
“Percent - 51.4 48.6 13 4 20 1 2| 100
*Racé Key: - 1=Caucasian; 2=Asidn America‘n; J=Black; 4=Spa.ni_sh ,Mexiéén; 5=Amer'i‘can Indian ,
1 ‘ ,’ 1 . . ‘ . t .

4,._

20" %0



e | 04.05 | : |
b3 - -
Pre and posttest data were available for 45 of the 101 reading partici-
pants. Of these 45 participants, 29 achieved gains in reading scores asa .
measured on the standardized tests. Both McGrath Reading Tests and reading.
subtests of the California Achievement Test (CAT)-were used in assessing : \
pupil progress.

A mean grade equiJalent gain was computed for the participants tested '
with the CAT. The mean grade equivalent gain was 7.1 months. The average . "
léngth of time in the program for these participants was 5.7 months. 1In
other words, those participants with complete CAT test data, on the average,
.achieved grade equivalent gains greater than the amount of time spent in the
_program. .

’ Complete test data.were available for 30 of the 81 math’ participants
@@Bﬁ thé 30 children with complete test d#ta, 21 achieved a greater posttest
score than pretest score, as measured by a locally developed math s8kills’

+ checklist. Therefore, 70 percent of ‘the math participants with pre and
posttest scores achieved the stated performance objEctive. The raw score
gains ranged from two points to 32 points. © g

Q
Y

RECOMMENDATIONS

As has beew stated in program evaluation reports for the past two years,
difficulties are encountered when conventional obJectives are applied in
atypical settings. Small class sizes, high pupil mobility, a and lack of com-
plete test data combine to make an evaluation of the achievement of
performance objectives inconclusive. Serious doubts arise concerning the
effectiveness of this type of program when implemented in neglected chil-
dren's homes. Admittedly, many pupils residing #n children's homes are o
deficient in basic reading and wathematiecs skills. - However, these pupils
need consistent corrective ‘instruction in .academic .areas. The temporary and
sporadic nature of pupil residence in these homes greatly reduces the
opportunity f&r consistent, long-term contact between teacher and pupil.

It is recommended that experiences other than academic be provided, If .
possible within established guidelines, this project should offer the
recreational, enrichment, and sdcial experiences which may have been lacking
in the developmental history of thﬁée institutionalized children. The
program is recommended for continua'' .n with the aforementioned major modifi-
catdions. : ' ’
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. - PROGRAM FOR THE DELINQUENT =~ +
RPN 1975-76
- g -
. & ! . '
[P " SUMMARY s

- -

Thig pfbgram for delinquents provided reading and ma%hematics instruc-
tion ¢o boys who were at Lake Afton Boys Ranch during the school 'year. One
‘teacher and an instructional aide were provided through Title I funds.

One hundred” forty-five boys were served at the Lake Afton facility during the
1975-76 school yeam, ' The average daily enrollment was 28. T pverage num-
_ ber of days enrolledgper participant was 35. An evaluatiou list was
completed for gpach boy who was in the program 30.or pore days. The summary
of these ratings shows that most boys did show nmpro ment. The category
getting the highest percentage, of the ratings wag *sTight improVement. It
was recommended that the program be continued.. ts‘as also recommended that
an objective measure such as the Wide Range Achiev ment Test be used as a
pre and posttest rather than a checklist. -

~

- " ACTIVITY CONTEXT

Title I programs were started during the summer of 1967 in the institu-

. tions operated by the Sedgwick County Juvenile Court. ' The  institutions were -

_Friendly Gables for girls and Lake Afton Boys Ranch. Friendly Gables was
closed in 1972. Since that time the Title I program for delinquents has been
concentrated at- Lake Afton Boys Ranch. .

- o [ J—
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Scope - _ ?ng
. ,

Pupils served by thevggogram were those boys assigned to the Ranch, by
the Juvenile Court. The main purpose of this program was to provide instruc-
tion in«reading and mathematics to the institution residents.

Persondél. _ - ’ : .

u

One teacher and one aide were' funded through Title I. Other %eaching
personnel funded by the Wichita Board 6f Education assisted in the program.

8T
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During the 1975-76 school year the plan of instruction included three .
groups of pupils.. Group one utilized téacher-initiated lessons, programmed
work, and somewhat rigid teacher control. Basic reading and mathemaé}cs
ékig}s were emphasized. Pupils in group one moved to g¥pup two as they
progressed in skdlls and behavior. Group two emphasize basié skills with
less teacher- directed study. Project worksheets gave some direction to -
students Group- two students could progress to group three which allowed
more freedom in choosing areas of skill development é&nd more freedpm of
movement . Students in this group sometimes heiped tutor others in basic

Procedures

skills. o
Budget - .
] . One teacher . $ 9,650
One aide e 3,500 -
Auto mileage from city limits .
to Lake Afton ' 1,330
-Instructional supplies 3,600
Equipment < : 1,000
TOTAL . $19,080 . -
',f R
!

< EVALUATION

’ - &

. . ~
_ One hundred forty-five pupils were served at the Lake Afton facility
during the 1975-76 school year. The average daily enrollment was 28. The
average number of days each boy was enrolled was 35. The longest stay at
. the institution was 115 days and the shortest was one day.

Table 05.1 shows the grade and race of the boys participating in this
_program. :

d
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\
TABLE 05.1

GRADE AND RACE OF PARTICIPANTS 'IN LAKE AFTON BOYS RANCH
.-TITLE I PROGRAM

1975-76 - : :
"b./\ )
) RACE > ,
. A ‘ Spanish
; Grade Caucasian Black =~ Mexican Total
4 2 - - .2 "
5 1 1 &= 2
6 3 2 .- 5 ‘
7 17 5 2. 24
'8 27 12 - 39 .
9 29 13 < 1 43 N
10 22 2. .- .24
11 . 2 4 - 6
TOTAL - ..103 39 3 145

An evaluation checklist form was used-to evaluate pupils who had been in,
the program 2 or more days Table 05.2 shows the summary of the results of
the pre - post student evaluation form completed by the teacher. Evaluation:
reports were submitted for 62 boys who had been in the program 30 or more
days. ‘ . . .

As shown by Table 05.2 most participants' reading skills at the begin-
ning of the program were rated "below normal,' with many rated "well below
normal."  The rating of the skills at the end of the program indicated the
highest percentages were in the ''slight improvement' category. The greatest
improvement was in Dictionary Skills. Fifty-six percent of the ratings were
"well belﬁgdﬂbrmal" at the beginning of the program. The end of program
ratings s d-that 69% had maée slight, moderate, or much improvement. The
reading Comprehengion category had a higher percent of ratings in the
improved category (71%), but only 40% had skills which were rated "well
below normal" at the beginning.-

In mathematics most participants skills were rated ''slightly belows -~ ~
normal' or '"mormal or above' on Comprehension of the Numeration System and
Basic Addition and Subtraction at the beginning of the program. The end of
program ratings of skills on these two categories lose much value because of
the high number of pupils not evaluated. It is not known why sgfmany wvere
not evaluated at the end of the program. «

From the rating of skills it appears that the. pupils made ﬁpch progress
in Basic Multiplication and Division, Operations with Fraction ,and Deci-
mals, and Calculations Involving Lengths, Volumes, and Areas.

The ratings indicate that most pupils did make progress iy the areas of
reading and mathematics, although many were ‘rated,making ' very little if any
improvement.'

°
©



TABLE' 05,

STUDENT EVALUATION FORM RESULTS
STUDENTS WHO ATTENDED 30 OR MORE DAYS

N=62

READING

At the beginning this

student's skill is...

At the end of the program, this
student has shown. .. |

, | Well Slightly Normal,

Very Little ¢ o
Much

Q

)

» \ Below Below or | ‘If Ahﬁ'v Slight  Moderate . \
B | Normal Normal Above || Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement | ,/) ‘
Dictionary Skills % %N .10 w0 24 s
Vord Meandng N\ | W 481 8 W W om 51
~ Comprehension C| 6% 55% 5% 29% 458 AV A
Phonet e Analysis w6l - || W n 191 -
Sertctural Analysts - W6 - W 191 :
g . ' ] .
: | [
) MATH - .
‘ 4” At the beginning this At the end of the program, this
- student 's skill is... student has shown...
Well Slightly Normal ||Very Little | | No
Below  Below or If Any - Slight  Moderate .- Much  fvalua- |
. Normal Normal “Above Inprovement Improvement Improvement Improvement | tion
Comprehensign of - ' | . .
Nuneration System 9% % 45% - 67 29% 102 551
Basic Addition/ ‘ ; ' | -
Subt ractlon’ LV - ol 291 | G0
Basic Multiplication/ ‘ ’ - :
Division - S5 3k 1% 8% 03 29% . 272 134
Concepts/Operations with . R ’
Fractions/Decimals 81 18, - 34 260 18 2% %
Measures/Calculations for 1 o S ‘ o
Lengths/Areas/Volunes 18} - 47h 26% 2% 5% %

?0°S0O

61
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L T RECOHMENDATIONS

) . '( " : -
It is recommended that the program be continued.

A more ob)ectiver -
measure of progress should be used, such as the Wide Range Achievement '
Test. . .
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o - ' PRESCHOOL PROGRAM -
= 1975-76 oy
* ."."-"' ?"'
5 Y%  SUMMARY-. o ]
A . i . 2
. s ;'v-\., " o , ® 2

A totgl of 330 pupils were enrolled in «the Title I Preschool Progrmm._
One hundred were three-year-old$ and 230 were four-year-olds. The obJective
of 90 percent of the pupils in the prdgram one year would score at the 50th
percentile as measured by the Cooperative Preschool Inventory was achieved.
Home visits by teachers and parent coordinators totaled 1360. There were
11 meetings for parents of three-year-olds and six meetings for parents of
four -~year-olds. Emphasis was placed on parental involhsment in the program

.for three—year -olds.

- ‘ M

ACTIVITY CONTEXT ' I

Title, L. preschool programs began in Wichita during the 1969 70 school’

..\

 year. Sixsteen pupils who were on the Head Start waiting list were in this

. g
7

_first group. The -program expanded ip 1970-71 to include two classes of

approximately 20 pupils each. The present format began in 1971-72 and

included 111 children. In 1972-73, 227. pupils were enrolled: 119 were four- '

year-olds and 108 were three-year-olds. The. 1973~74 program had 113
foui-year olds and 115 thyree-year-olds enrollgﬁ One hundred twenty-four
four-year -olds and 93 three—year—olds were enrolled in 1974 75

'
~

Y

. . R
M . orh .
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

o

!

Sgope,

ot

e

Two hundred thirty four-year-o}ds and 100 bh@ee—year-olds were enrolled
in the Title I Preschool Program during the 1975 <76 school year. One class
for the emotionally disturbed was also part of ‘the . program. Classes were
one-half day, five days per week for four—year—olds and one half-day, four
days per week for three-year-olds. . * o ? .’,J

The emphases in the Title I Preschool Program were: on language ,readiness |

skills, development of positive self- -concepts, and physical coordination.

¥
e P
’ . . St

Personnel : s . , Y
The personnel in the program were:. * . T

. One program director (.4 position) . - : S v
Five teachers of four-year-olds ' . R '
Three teachers of three-year-olds : R

Al -

. : . . .
’ . . N Lo N . . S . R
T N . Y, . ‘ - A K v c 7 . : e - N
SR e . ., . L - Lo . co,
Lo 6 tl : . . - . ‘ , I
- Sente . P ) . . - N N oo . tov
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/ | | | o .' -

. . One teacher’ of the emotionally disturbed .
: " One parent educator for the Toy Loan. Program (.2 position) ' ¢
Three parent coordinators .
\ One nurse (.5 position) N
One speech therapist (.4 position) .
One baby sitter (part“time for- parent, meetings) L .-
One secretary 3ﬂ77A W ‘ :
Jnstructional aideawGlZ ﬁhe first semester, 11 sthe second semester)
‘One custodian (:5 position) @ £
R T : [} . ¢
¢ oo Procedures Coe g S

L

13/ This report covers the' 1975-76 school year. The program: was h0used at
¢ Kechi afid Little Early Childhood Education Centers operated by the Wichita

Public School District. -

Classroom activities included smatl group activities sequential acti-
vities, and individual interaction with materials. Activfties were designed
to further social adJustment, cognitive development, physical coordination,
and language development. Some of the areas covered during the year were

-self-concept, shapes and colors,- health and hygiene,  number concepts, and

sensory ‘experiences. ,An ‘example of a teacher monthly plan sheet is given
on page 06.03. 4 :

Some pupils were p1aced in the room for the emotionally distutbed from
regular classes. All were returned to regular classes at sometime during the

year. The parents of the pupils received assistance with home management of
the child.

Field trips taken by four—year-olds were:

Airport c, Lumber yard
Bakery _ BRI S : Neighborhood walks
City parks P Post Office

4 Downtown Chriétmas display Public library

t Farm visits - Puppet show - K
Fire station " | Shopping center ;,’vff
Grocery Store * - . : Shr1ne Circus T

s A

-Trips taken by three- -year-olds included neighborhood walks, a neighbor-
hpod city parky Shrine Circus, department Store Santa, Z00, airport, and a
puppet show.

Pupils were provided breakfasts and hot lunches through U.-S. Department
of* Agriculture subsidies. Efforts to assist families who had clothing and
household needs were coordinated through the program with contributions from
local business firms and civic groups.

Parent coordinators and teachers visited many homes, of pupils during the
school year, The teachers of three-year -olds had one day per week released
time for home visits.

Parent coordinators were responsible for planning parent meetings
throughout the school year. Parents were encouraged ‘to provide home activi- ~

.-‘tles Whlch would aid their child s .development.

g
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The following meetings were held for,parents of ‘three-year-olds during °

the Vear s . . 8 Y,

. . . _‘ ‘ R {: S ] . -
“Open House . "ii
- Film !"Motherly Love"
~ Toy Workshop- _ _ : o ) -
. - Christmas Party = - ' L ’ L Y. ~
. 7 Introduction to Family Consultation Services o i ‘
... 7., Cooking demonstration L : ) 7 ’
. <+ 7 Creative dramatics o T ' T
. - "Playing with Your Child", . '
. "i Video tapes of class actiNities ' -
ot eecs 780 o Picnic : T

9 . - . v
RS Y e~ . Vo

o P . % b : .
VA ;JPﬁrentS:of four—year-olds: ) : o R S :
Lor e .,k - L R ' '
IR oL ) . ¥ o _
-Open House '

~ ..Intraduction of staff members -’ speech therapist,APurse, etc.
Introduction to Family Consultation Serv1ceS'

+ .+ Bicentennial . . e v .

o . "Playing with Your Child"' T T S : fJ7‘"

- ‘-'Stretching Dollars » o _* o P h .

I

‘ A Toy Loan Program for three—year—olds was initiated in- early March
. \§74, and was continued through the 1975-76 school. year. The purpose of ',
d',jbkh program was to involve parents in the home teaching of tHeir- children
’ “using materials from the Toy Libra'i A long- term goal is to help parents to_
- be more aware of the contribution they can make to their children's education .
". by being knowledgeable z~out and reinforcing school -experiences.

. The Toy Loan Program included one pro essional ‘parent educator ( 2 posi-
~tion) who managed ‘the library Teacherﬁ' f three—year-olds visited homes and
,helped parents with toys and materials specifically related to the individuab
~¢hild's learning needs.

The library: includes picture books, books for parents, books with
'accompanying recordings of the text, and. a wide variety of toys. The toys o
are designed to help teach. préschool skills such as number concepts, color
S concepts,'reading readiness, science réadiness ;? shape, size, speech, sound
vocabulary, and perceptual—motornskills.

' Budget i g
7 The budget for the total preschool program was $215 266 or approximately
$652 per child.  Included in the. total ,budget was "$78,466 for the program fon

three-year- olds which was $785 pew chilm Also included is a" budgea,of

f$136 800 for the four—year—old program which is $595 per Child

‘ - !

» R Co o ,’;}. o
- ) .. ': ] . . . . . N 7 B

‘EVALUATION - - L ' . ’i“ i;ﬂ ;

. o C . ~ DT
‘ “: 4 . . o N .\'. MR . Ny - .o . + I e ;:'* «; .
The objectives of the program vere: o '_'{ﬁ o~ gﬁ’TWg et
4 7 % o B ~ ! e .v»‘ . r.
To 1ncrease cognitive skills 1ncluding development of pre—ma;he—- e
o P matics concepts of position, time, and nu/bsy e oy
. . . . ‘> ) et ) k3 e . » ..] . ’yg} . .
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To develop discrimination skills in color, shape, categorization,
function, physical properties, and sensory discrimination. *

These objectives were measured by the Cooperative Preschool lnventory.
The performance level was that 90 percent of the pupils in the program one
year would score at the 50th. percentile or above.

An additional objective in the program for'threejyear-qlds was to gain
. parental involvement in the education of the child. This objective was_
measured by responses to a questjonnaire and attendance at -meetings planned
for parents. The performance level was 75 percent positive responses to
selected questions on the'ques%ionnaire and 50 percent of’ the parents would
attend at least nine meetings during the Yyear.

There were 100 participants in the program for three-year-olds. jListed
below are the threq—year—olds by sex and race!

Female 50 , ' Caucasian 27

Male ‘ 50 . Black . 65
/ ~ : . Spanish Mexican 2
. : American Indian 2

. Other 4

Two hundred thirty four-year-old participants are listed by sex and
race: ’

v 0
'Femalg 109 ' Caucasian 52
Male 121 C Black 167
' . Spanish Mexican 6
.American Indian 2
Other _ .3

The Cooperative Preschool Invéntory wag given as a pretest in the fail

of 1975 and as a posttest in the spring of 1976. -Classroom teachers adminis-

tered both pre and posttests, ‘

" A pretest was alaso given at the beginnfng of the Summer, 1975, Early
Start program. The purpose of this pretest was to medsure the total pre-
school experlence (six-week summer session plus the school year 1975-76).

The results ©f the pre and posttests are shown .in Table 06.1.

hF

.
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TABLE 06.1 )

RESULTS OF THE COOPERATIVE PRESCHOOL INVENTORY
FOR . o :
\ ' THREE AND FOUR-YEAR-OLDS ‘

&
NATIONAL PERCEN T\I L ‘E S .
- PRETEST POSTTEST " - z:SCORE ,
o ’ ) Spring, 1976 ~ GAIN :
Fonr -year-olds . ' E
June Pretest . 52 96 . 1.70
- N=25 - . L 4
Four-year-olds ' . ™ . 3
September Pretest 50 87 ' 1.13
N=126 ’
TOTAL FOUR-YEAR-OLDS . ;
. N=151 45 -89 1.36
Three-year-olds - :
N June Pretest , 43 98 2,23
N=26 N ' : “
Three-year-olds ; - o
September Pretest 37 93 ’ 1.81 . .
N-45 , _ ) ‘ . ] '
TOTAL THREE-YEAR-OLDS ,
N=71 137 96 1 2.08

) Percentiles were converted to z scores, then subtracted to give a trueé
_ ‘indication of relative gains. 4
R The results shown in Table 06.1 indicate that both three year—olds and
four-year-olds made substantial gains.

The three-year—o%gs who had Early Start (June pretest) and the regular .
year had greater gains ‘than those who had only the regular year. The differ-
ence in gains between the two groups was not statistically significant (Py. 05)

The four- year—olds who had Early Start and the regular. year (June pre-
test) had significantly higher gains than those who had only the regular year '
(P( 001).

' In addition to the mean ercentile and z-score calculations, the 'number
" of scores at or abo the 50t®percentile were counted. Ninety-four percent
of the three—year— ds who were in the program one year scored at the 50th .
percentile or abové. Ninety-two percent of the four-year-olds scored at the "
50th percentilg or above. ’Qhe objective of 90 percent of the pupils in the
" Pprogram one yea‘ would score at the 50th percentile or above was met. &

Parent participation in the' child's education was an impofrtant part of
the preschool program. The emphasis was placed on parents of three-year-
olds. The objectives of the program for parents of three-year-olds were:

E;BJ!;‘ l | : ' 7() | N
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'(a) Parents will have positive attitﬁdes toward the educational
Protess as measured by-item nine on the parent questionnaire.

‘; ; (b) ,Parents w l have positive‘feelings abgut their ability to con-

tribute t heir children's learning experiences as measured by
+” item ten on the questionnaire. :
- A - 4

(ck» Parents will be familiar with the educational objectives of the
programs as measured by item four on the questionnaire.

(d) Parenyy will implement child guidance techniques within the home
as megspred by question three.

(e) Parents vill use the adjunctive services of the program as
» measured by items five, six, and seven.

(£) Fifty’percent of the parents will attend at least nine meetings
as measured by item one on the questionnaire.

The specified performance level was 75 percent positive responses on
questionnaire items which measure the partic¢ular objectdve.

. A parent questionnaire~was given to a stratified (by classroom) random
sample of parents who had children in the program in May. The sample was

# approximately 13 percent of the total group. Eleven of the 12 questionnaires

: were returned. The results are given on pages 06.08-06.10.

) ' The results from the questionnaire indicate that parent objectives ff
(a), (b), (c), and (d) were met. ObJective (e) was met by the parent coor=-
dinator part of adjynctive services, but not by -the school nurse and speech

* teacher. However, the, nurse was .4 fulltime and the speech teacher was
.5 fulltime while the parent coordinator was fulltime. Objective (f),was not ,
met. Only three (27%) of the respondents to the questionnaire indicated they
had attended nine or more parent meetings. -

Parent education-in the program for'kour—year olds did not réceive the
emphasis that was given to the program for three -year-olds. Therefore, spe-
cific objectives were not -formulated. However, a questionnair was gent to a
15 percent sample of ~:rents. The results of this,questionnai e are shown on
pages 06.11-06.13.

Two parent coordinators.made 639 home calls and had 493 telephone con-
tacts with parents. They ‘made 110 attempts at home calls wpere they received
no response. Parent visits at school or a telephone call to school totaled
114. * : ‘ . ’ ’

Classroom teachers made 721 homé visits.. They made 434 phone calls to
parents. Parents came fo school or called 221 times. Home visit attempts
with no’response totaled 22. ¢ i

There were eleven meetings for parents of tWree- -year-olds incTﬁding Open
House. The average attenidance was 27. Excluding Open House, the average
attendance for ten regular meetings was 24. B .

Six meetings for parents of four- year~olds were held including Open
House. “The average attendance was 20. Excluding Open- HOuse, the average
attendance of the five meetings was 14. » : -~ y

The Toy Loan program component included home visits by. teachers of
three-year-olds. The teachers completed a checklist for each homg visit

which involved the Toy Loan program-- The tabulation of these, checklists is
give on pages 06.15-06.15.

R
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v

PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE
Title I Preschool
1975-76
Summary

o
P

=z

=11

the parent meetings have you attended

none six twelve
one 2 seven thirteen
two eight fourteen
three 2 nine 1 fifteen
four 2 ten

five 1 eleven (most of

|

the meetings been interesting and useful to

Most of the time 5 (45%)

Almost never --

Always 5 (457%)

(Three~year-olds)

this school year?

———

them) 2

you”

A few times_1 (9%)

'

Have you tried some of the child guidance methods which you learned
at parent meetings? ' K

Yes 10 (91%) No --

(It was not discussed) 1 (9%)

Do you feel you understand the reasons for the ?ﬁferent classroom
activities?

5

Aiways 4 (362) Most of the time 7 (64%)

»wAlmost never —-

Have you talked with the school nurse?

‘ N

Yes 6 (55%) No 5 (45%)

Sometimes --

-

If you answered "yes' check one or more of the following:

(K‘nurse visited In my home
I visited with the nurse at school
I visited with the nurse by telephone

The nurse was: Very hélpful_>
’ Helpful “ .
Little or no help

o

72
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’

6. Have you talked with the school speech teache 7*’ v
Yes 2 (187) No 9 (82%) - T :Lfﬁﬂ{rQJ
: it

If you answered '"yes'" check one or more:-of the following.

" 2 . «
2 o

A speech teacher visited in my home ) 1
. I visited with the speech teacher at school !
. . oI visited with the speech teacher by telephone 1
. & >
The speech teacher was: Very helpful 2
: ~ Helpful -

‘Little or no help
7. Have you talked with the parent coordinator?
Yes 9 (82%) No_2 (18%)

If you answered '"yes" check one or more of the following.

,
’A pa¥ent coordinator visited in my home 6
I visited with the parent coordinator at school 6
I visited with the ‘parent coordinator by phone 3
- The parent coordinator was: Very helpfui 6
’ Helpful

3

Little or no help

8. Please list some of the most 1important things you feel your child
has learned this year.

.

14

Colors 1 Learn to discipline her/
How to get along with others himself :
How to express hor/himaclf 1 About U.S. Post Office
better and mailbox
Dif ferent shapes 1  Eat better '
How to share - 1 Recognizes his/her name
‘ More independent 1  Manners

Respect for property o 1 ° Safety

’ New vocabulary ' -1  How to count

‘ 1 No response °

3

- ) ? , .
9. How would you describe the way you feel about the g&LCation your child
{s getting at- Little $chool? (check one) : . -

&

think 1t ]ﬂ.excellenp . ]Q‘(Q]Z) o , °

a

think it {4 good ; .l

think' {t s falr . eﬁi I ' )
think It s poor =

think it Is very poor -

Ty

— e ey by

—

’ \ . Y ‘,‘ B s
. '

—
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10. As a result of ‘parent meetings, workshops, and visits with Little
School staff members, do you feel you are better able to help
.your child learn? (check one) ¥

I feel 1 can contribute much to heiping my child learn

- I feel I can contribute some to helpipng my child learn 3 (27

I feel I can contribute little to helping my child learn .~

11. Have you borrowed materials (toys, books, etc.);from the school
library at Little-School?

Yes 10 .(91%) No'1l (9%)

12. ‘What materials did you find most useful?
: ol .

‘@
e .

3 . No response 1 Animal dominoes
2 All were helpful 1 Matching bldcks
1 Mail box - :
2 Building blocks 1 Peg set
2 Books with records
1 The game with different
shapes

13. Did you and your child play together with the materials?

Yes 10 (91%) No 1 (9%)

14. Did other members of your family play with your child and the
materials?

Yes 9 (82%) No_2 (18%) .~
15. Did you child play alOne'with_the‘materials?
Yes 9 gszz;' No_2 (18%)

16. Has the parent educator or your child's teacher visited with you 1in
your home about the materials from the .Toy Loan Library?

Yes 10 (91%) No_1 (9A) g
If.so, was this visit: A great hélp , 5 T
! ’ + Helpful : 5 : : ’
: Lit%le or no help -
" » . @ , i
@

‘ . 17. -How would you rate the usefulness of these materiais in hgllping you

teach your child? . - e T "

[ ]

3

A grea; hellp_8 (8Q%) Helpful 52072 Little or no help -

’

4 . 'y

E
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PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE
Title I Preschool (Four-year-olds)
1975-76 '
Summary

N=22

1. How many of this school year?

¢ Y
the parent meetings have you attended

none’

one .
two

three

four
five

~J

o

[y

&~

=

six
seven
eight‘
nine
ten
eleven

2

1]

twelve
thirteen
fourteen
fifteen

2. Have the meetings. been interesting and useful to you° ' NslS'

~Always 10 §67/2 Most of the time 4 §27£) A few times
No response_1 (5%)

Have you tried new foods or new cooking methods which you ldarned at
parent meetings? N=15

Yes 2 (13%) No_13 g87z)

Almost never

at parent meetings? N=15"

Yes 7 (47%) : No‘8‘§5§%)%

Do, you feel you understand thq reasons for th
activities° . v :

, : Always 16 g73/2 Most of the time42 g9z}
. Almost nevery l g5/) i

6. Have you talked with the school mnurse

B Yes 10 (4 ,Q N} 12_(55%) e

ﬁ#ﬂﬁ, 1E you answered 'yes" check one 3} more ‘of the following

|.

Ks |
%ﬂgj

. PR
T

A nurqg visited in my hpme ’

5 lsited wit& the nurse at school
I iteq with the nurse by telephone
‘”"f' ff «”u tf A ,
sﬁ nurse was: ?VVery helpfu]
g ’h'Helpful

, ﬁf # " Little or'no help
Gy ‘/.,"" ,f“ . . . . ) .

-~
- g Ca -
- s . X
AN BN
-
-
7

o e, VL "‘, c .
L (U
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b 7. Have you talked with the school speech teacher

? Yes_ 2 (9%) " No 2 i’

A speech teacher visited in my ho@ 1
I visited with the speech teacher ﬁ“schobl 1 gx
) I vigited with the speech teacher -
The speech teacher was: 2
‘ =i
8. Have you talked with the 3;rent coordina;o?ﬁ r‘k ?figy:

Yes 11 (50%) No_11 (50%) - ’ggfﬁﬁmm
», - ' B ‘
If you answered "yes' check’ one or“gsﬁe _.thegiéélowing: .
e % ’

A parent coordinator visited i

I visited with“thé parent coo¥ '~ { 5§h°°1 6
I visited with the parenf'coordinatorua"gane 4 ’
" C T
L o tﬁé parent coordinator was: Very-hel” il . -6
M‘uw s » Ty _ o ] . Help N‘lm T4
a2 R N e o Hfitr r no help -~
Y i o ' o g oghse 1
o z’ ) e * ’ . - o
?f» 9. Please list some of the most impor--‘:»{"vngs you feel your child has
SRR learned this year. '
L A ' o ¢
B V. , Colors 7. g Other children's names
R O ‘10 How to count . 1 Kinds of anifeals
s G.ow 10 How to get a&ong with others 1 .Shapes. & sizes
N k) His/her’hame A 1 To sit longer
e 3. To express her/himself péﬁ%ﬁr "~ 1 To paint
R 2 Manners ?ﬂ“” 1 Alphabet
A S} ‘Discipline - ' 1 . To share
. e [ .
s i__2  Speech & vocabularyu o 1 New foods
PO T = ..Ppepared him/her, for a schoo;f . ' : v
i ‘wdgituation . P 2 . No responée
. f confidenc@ [q b :
I l\’l" . . E ’ re ar
. '5,7510. How woulﬁ you describe the waz“50u feel about the education your child
> is g;ttfﬁg at Little School? ¥ |
“‘J(Wp. ‘ﬁ . I _think it:is excellent 17 (77%)
DRV PN ;-{j“ 1 think it is good -5 (23%) e
‘... Y % 0 o 1 think It is fair’ ~
DN I}think it. is poor e :
. 'uf&ﬂu} t“think it is very poor = s e
: g ; v 'Nl ‘,"'J’j , l.‘, R e
{ R
b Tl . ’
' 7 6 i

f kP
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. .

.

11. As a result of parent meetings, workshops, and visits with Little.
‘School staff members, do you -feel you are better able to help

your child learn? .uQQX-
I feel I can contribuge? an% QQ helping - v
my child learn. g / 11 (50%)
. . R '
-1 feel I can contrib¥tgtsol® to helping
my child learn._ &R 10 (45%)
T feel I can contribute little to helping
my child learn. . .=
" No response - . : 1 (5%
. }
¥ :
"'i o

77 -
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a °  TITLE I PRESCHOOL TOY LOAN PROGRAM '
CHECKLIST FOR PARAPROFESSIONAL HOME LIBRARIANS

L 1975-76

< o ; _ ’ Summary

e T B . N=l12

1. Was this yOur first visit to this bome7 :(theck~which number.if‘not

first visit) R _ Lﬁﬁ .

+ .7 Yes 6 (5%)  Second 45 40%). v Third_31 (28%).
| _ Other_ 29 (26%) No respénse-lhglzz" e

“ﬁ n ~ ) -
2. What was -the attitude of the parent(sfrﬁn general regarding school?

R

‘Positive 86 g774) Slightly positdve 22 gzo?)

- Neutral 2 {2”! ‘ Negative 23§27;\ ‘i='_':1;i;g :;“
3. What was the general attitude of ﬁhe parent(s) regarding the Toy Loan
program and your visit? g " —
Enthusiastic_64 (57%) _Accepting 41 (37%) ﬁ%id:ial 6 (52)
Unc00perative 1 (A7) .
, 4. What was the general attitude of the p:rent(s) toward working with the
child? .
Co f’ Enthusiastic 66 (59%) Interested 39 (35%) | Neutral .5 gaz)" o
’ . . ’ & ” . |
. “Not interested 2 (27)- " ' . r

\

5. Did ybu-observe the parent(s) wdrking with the materials and the child?

. Yes 83 (741) No_29 (26%) ’ |
If "yes", what were &our impressions?
A good situation_557(66%) -. Fair 26 (31%)
Not a good situatién 2 §22) -

6. Did you demonstrate for the parent(s) how to work wkth the materials

. and the child? ‘ B , K . a
) Yes 106 (95%) - No 6 (5%)
. 7. Did the child have an adequate place to keep toys and materials?
. " . . ~‘
-+ Yes 88 (79%) No 17 (15%) _ Unknown_7 (6%)
O ‘ . N ) ) ’;:té" ’ ..
ERIC s 73 N
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. . 4 '
Did you feel that the Toy Loan'érogram was workable for this particular
family? . :
) Very much so_59 (53%) Has pobsibifities:ﬁé (39%) No 7 (6%)

" No response 2 QZZE : . ' . . _ ’ _ .
Did the parent(s) discliss school related concerns (other than the Toy

Loan program) with you? _ oo ‘
. ‘a ’ s ; :
R N o . W LN
Ye§ 110 5984)_ No 2 (2%) e | U,
Did the parent(s) discuss familylreléfed concerns with you? . o
Yes 90 (80%) Nq 16 glgzg ,.5§%erﬁyonse 8 g742 B ,
_ . {
. N *
STy °
R e at -
- N
. -
Ny . E
- *
R ‘“ v
i < r O
- ® : <%
' LI y ! ’ ’ ) \
~. . - v
RO e
. , O
\ — .
.
. oq
79 ’
. o \
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r\’ »: . ﬂ
Some items on the questionnaire for parentg'Of three-year-olds referred
to the Toy Loan program. Ninety-one percent of thé respondents said they had
used the library. Seventy-three percent indicated the materials vere "a
kreat help" in helping them teach their child. Twenty-seven percent said

they were "helpful,"-
~ . - The Toy Loan Library continues to be judged by parents to be useful in

R 'helping them in the education of their children.

-
.

" RECOMMENDATIONS

,

o ) ¢ :

" Parent edycation, including the Toy Loan Library, should continue o be
a major part of the program for three-year-olds:
. As recommended in the 1974-75 report, a search .should be continued for
an, appropriaéé»instrument to replace the Cooperative Preschool InventOry.
It is recommehded that a committee of preschool teachers be formed for this.

' purpose.
)

R ’ :
[l . Lo . [
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PARENI EDUCATION AIDE PROGRAM, 1975-76 .

- ’ »
, . . R L £

o '-"SUPMARY.' - L T

. The Parent Education Aide Program (P\XR) was f1rst implemented during o
the 1974-75 school year. The.program was designed tp provide pupils with ,
i gividual and small group tutor1ng experiences, and to lend supbort to the .
task of encouraging parent participation in educatfon. ' During the. 197576
scheol year, a total of 34 Parent Aides were employed .in 18 Title 'I' target{

‘ schools. Each aide worked approximately 21 hours per week Title I pupils'
-w.who ‘were ‘deficient in reading and/or math skills recejwed tutoring services.
.In addition to tutor1ng pupils, the aides also-contacted the parents: of
Title I,pupils. through phone calls, written notices,, "and home visitatioens.
Parent Aides encouraged parental involvement and planned several open work—
shops to stimulate the parents interest in the educational process ' ,‘.{
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' PROGRAM DESCRIPTION* o

Scope o S - 5 .

Pargnt .Education Aides tutored Title I papils in grades one through
. six. Pupils were tutored; ‘in the areas of. reading and mathematics. Since
Y the Parent EducatLonlAide Program is. supplemental to the Title T Corrective -
Reading ‘and- Elementary- Mathemati Erams, the performance objectlves for -
those: programs apply also to Outline of the prpgram 8 general ﬂf-
obJectives appears below Lo : .

L General Objectives of Title” 1 Parent Education A1de Program8 'j -

~ -
¢ r

1. Provide indiv1dual or small group tutoring in reading and math‘
'fﬂg,children with educational needs as determited by cla8sroom
teachd¥, special readigg ‘teachers;’ or math ‘aides and as sched—‘

uled by th building principal. . Cug ) P
_2: Provide information to parents abOut school activfties and . s }.‘
_ methods in whigh parents can beegnvolved Cote T N
. : ‘ e [ PRAREE I - . o
SEEE "35_—;. Recruit and schedule P ents ,as classroom volunteers or to’ . 3 &- R
’ assist with other scho i activities _ : . BTN ‘
T e Wy B '-. ~ o .':,A' . -

N bf Create an environment.which encourages two—way communication

between home and. school. ‘ -

5. - Encourage parents to makc a Bignificant contribution to their
. children, their schools, and their communities
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Personnel ; '
Thirty-four aides were employed for the 1975-76 school year. All of the

aides were female; five were black and 29 were white. Nineteen Parent Aides
had been employed as aides the previous year.,» Parent Aides were selected
from among those recommended by principals of Title I schools. Selection was
_based on how active the applicant had been in school activities il the past
"and how well the applicant appeared,to .relate to pupils and staff. No pre-
vious educational or work experience was required. \

- The Title I Parent Coordinator provided project supervision and con-
ducted preservice and,1nservice instruction for aides and Title I pr1ncipals.

;cedures AT
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@reserVice iﬂétruetion was given to the Parent Aides prior to the

J'bégfnning?of the.. school term.

Preservice sessions were held at the Murdock .

Teaclier ‘Center the last two weeks in August.

Math sessions were held for

“threg hOurs ‘each;afternoon during the first week.

“the seoond week fer*three‘hours each morning.

Reading sessions were held
Some of the adides were not

_;ﬂ. - selected Lh'%iﬁe td.atte;d all of the preservice sessions.
E . Ieﬁﬁwnsérgice meetlngs were held during the- course of the sthool year.
These ses ei% Heslgned to provide continuing, instructlon in materials,
methbﬁs’ and uman relatlons Below is a list of 1nserv1ce topics:

D
e

Home Contacts - Social Worker and Parent *Involvement Worker,
Follow Through
Reading Skills - Program Specialist
"Math Skills - Title I'Math Aide Coordinator
Communication Workshops - Human Relations Consultant
Audio-Visual - School Service Center
Laminating Workshop
. Newspapers in 4he Classroom - Nancv Sparks
Metric. Awareness — Title I Math Consultants ’ *
. {Erents Are People'" - Dr. John Valusék, W.S.U. ,
arning Disabilities--How Parents Can Help' - Eunice Nelson, W.S. u.

o o

As an addit1onal part of inservice activities, Parent -Aides had the
opportun1ty to improve their communication skills through a university
course. The Parent Education ‘Aide Program paid the tuition for English 101
at Wichita State University for any aide who wished to enroll. The .interest
shown toward participation in the class was good, howevery due to family
rgsponslbilities and transportation problems, several of the aides.were
unable to complete the course.

Each Parent Aide was assigned to .a Title I target school. Individual
and small group tutor1ng took place in the school. In some cases, a separate
. “room equipped with resource materials was used for tutoring. At some

schools, the Parent A1de met the tutees in the established reading or gmath
lab., ' /

o Parent Aides. spent three hours each morning five days pér week,
tutoring Z;glls in the target schools. Three hodrs -each afternoon on Wed-

nesday ag hursday were *spent in inservice instruction, staff meetings, and
‘materials preparation.

>
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Title I target schools, qere grouped Into cluqters to facilitdtéTﬁba
organization of staff meeting§, inservice sessions, and workshops

target schools were divided into five clusters; each clgﬁter designated a
chairperson and a secretary. v oo

Activities _— : - S
Building principals assigned Parent Atfdes as needed to classroom R L
teachers, labs, or individual child;en "Title I puplls were chosen by the Q“;

classroom or special teacher to rece1ve tutoring. The pupils left their
classroom for a certain period of time during the morning to work with the
Parent Aides. In this way, &ach aide tutored several puplls during the day. 1 he

. Instruction was individually programmed,. based on the ‘pupil's level of

performance and spegial needs. ‘Depending upon educational nded, some pupfls
saw the tutor mare frequently than other pupils. Pupils were tutored on
eiggher an individual or small-group basis. )

Instructional Equipment'and Materials
@ e
- The equipment and mater;als available to Parent Aides varied widely
among schools. Some ‘schools provided separate'rooms while other schools

assigned, the aide to the reading.or math lab. #%n some schools only a bare

room was provided., Title I Corrective Reading and Elementary Mathemati‘cs
curriculum materials were used. In addition to the regular program mater-
ials, the Parent Aides made many instructional games, learning activ1t1es,

- and visual displays for use gn their tutoring sessions.

+
e 3

'Parent—Community‘Involuement

Involving-parents of Title I children in school activities was a major .
goal of the project. Parent involvement was achieved through a variety of
communications and activities. Each cluster of target schools published a
newsletter in December. The newsletters contained information about school
activities, and suggested crafts and activities for parents and children to

. share over the Christmas holiday.: The aides made parent contacts throughout
” the school year. The parents were informed of school #ctivities, asked to

volunteer their services, and thified of parent workshops. .

Parent community involvement in ‘education was encouraged, through parent
workshops. Each cluster of target sdwools planned and conducted workshops
for Title I parents. Below is a list of .some of the workshop topics:

Learning to Read - Reading Sﬁeciaiists : A -
Let's Make Math Games - Math Aides - A ‘ '
Houseplants - Yellow-Brick K Road : ‘ .. .
Christmas Crafts - Y.W.C.A. ) e ' ~®
"How to Talk with Your 'Child, and Dealing with Chiidren's 3 . '
Fears - Follow Through Psychological Consultant . >

Macrame - Parent Aides L .
Drug Abuse - Wichita Police Department o

[ LY. . : ’ vy,
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Twenty-two workshops were held during the year by either’ clusters of schools
or single schools. The number of. parents in attendance at the workshops
ranged from six to 107. The median number in attendance was about 23.
Although attendance at the workshops was sometimes disappointing, those
parents who attended responded very favorably to the presentations and
activities.

Budget . - -

4
% . . ) ' ) o
A. SALARIES ’ ' . o
.' ) “
1 Parent Coordinator . . é 9,608 )
30 Parent Education Aides - 68,000
B Preservice Training 3,240 )
‘Babysitting s . 800 :
- ) : ‘ $ 81,648 3
B. CONTRACTED SERVICES
. Consultants for Workshops apd . ' ﬂ - N
Inservice - ) 2,047
S C. OTHER EXPENSES’
Refreshments ‘ ) 400 ]
Supplies ' + - 3,500
Auto Allowance . : 2,560
Travel (Out of town) _ . - 500
o - ' . . . . 6,960 ’
TOTAL - © - $90,655

| l_' j EVALUATION
-t; ‘ .‘ vx :

The performance obJectlves for pupils in Title I Corrective Reading and
Elementary Mathematics apply also for the pupils tutored in the Parent Aide -
‘program. Achievement. of these obJectives are agssessed in separate reports on °
the reading and math programs.. : :

A brief summary of the PEAP process obJectlves and the person(s) respon—

sible" for each of the activities appears below . . .
'PEAP PROCESS O.BJECTIVES o
J'Person(s; Responaihle. o ': T : Activitz-
" Parent Coordinator o 1. Rubiicize Parent -Edu }n Aide Pro—

gram and the need fg@r parént aides

2. Plan and conduct in;ervice for Title I
2 principals .
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_Payent Coordinator (cont &) i 3. Select parent aides

‘ . 4, Plan’ and conduct parent aide preser-
' : L vice and inservice training

5. Provide project suypervision daily$*%4

Title I School Principal 1. Assist Parent Coordinator in selec-
: . ' * tion of parent, aides

. . K

2. Schedule parent'aides for tutoring\

3., Maintain parent aide time sheets and

a - report time to Business Division.
Classroom Teacher, : oL 1. Schedule pupils for individual or
. Special” Reading Teacher, v small group tutoring sessions with
- Math Lab Aide ‘ parent, aide _
- : o ! . €
-Reading Teachers, Math 1. Conduct individual or small group
" Consultants, Aides, L *  futoring sessions with Title I pupils
-€lassroom Teachers . as assigned

. 2. Schedule and conduct home calls or
' parent V1sitations
3. Provide feedback fop-information or
‘ concerns from home to'school
) 4 . A
Some of the Parent Aides' “were asked .to p%epare a brief case H¥story on a
child :whom they had tutored during the year.  Attitude, achievement, and
behavior changes are evident in the children described in the follOW1ng two
Parent Aide reports. . 2 S P .
" The student I am writing about is a boy in the first
. grade. I tutored him in reading and math. I spent one
hour- and forty minutes a week with this student.
" His level of learning.at the beginning .0f school was
very low. His reading level at present time is first '
grade in the 9th month.
His behavior has . -greatly improved. His attention .
-span was very short (when you could manage to get his

I attention). ~ He was very active, clothes buttoned wrong, ,
o shoes on the wrong feet and,untied. Now he comes to
E& _ school with shoes tied-and is able to sit and listen-and

follow directions.
[
Parent Aide at Irving Elementarf
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.As a parent aide, I tutor many children from the,
. first grade. One six-year-old little boy: is very special.
When he first started coming to me, he d{dn't know how to
- count. -I used to tutor him (inga'group) for one hour or
chore every day. Now,.he loves math (he can count, add and
subtract); he’has conf%dence, he has Wgcome more outgoing,
very ‘interested in his work; more frie#dPy with peers, - gp 2
more talkative;: very pleased with himiehéﬁand his work.
Result: 1 only get to tutor him~about three times a week -
now.

. R v 2 X
I also tutor a couple of girls (first grade) who have

’ " made remarkable progress, however, they knew more than the
"boy to start with. ° : . ' "
. I do not have any behavlor problems with gny of the S
' children.  For the' mdst part, they are interested and ‘ 0T

eager to learn. R ' :
One little boy and one llttle girl d& not ‘do well in"
a4 group. They need extra attention;*however, they do
excellent work on a oneito—One basis; . %
' ' 'P do at P El t
arent A1 e f ark em%p ary 3
Parent Aides kept monthly ﬁOgs of the tugorlng contacé@ they had with
the pupils. On the average, Parent Aides, at each gchool tutored from 33 to
46 children per month. The number of Eontac&s per;school per month ranged

from 10 to 95. 2

Each ajde also kept a log of the‘pareat contacts. During 1975- 76 the
Parent Aides at all the target schools combined, achieved a total of 8,920
parent contacts. The average numSer of contacts per school was 495. This,
represents an increase over the prev1ous year 's average number of parent
contacts, whlcn'was 419. ? : :

During’'the year, the Parent ‘Aides recruited 892 parent volunteers
(duplicated Lount) \,A great®r emphasis was placed on recruiting parent vol—
unteer$s this year. Thie first year of program implementation, 108 parent’
volunteers were recruited. This _year 's total of 892 volunteers represénts a
sizdble increade.

The 18 schools w1th aides’ were ranked according to both the number of

‘contacts made and the ntmber of volunteers recruited. The two ranking

ried considerably A’ rank order correlation was calculated to determine
wiat relationship existed between number‘of contacts and number of volun-
teers. The rank. order correlation coefficient (. 14 N=18) was sd low, it was
assumed that no siﬂnlficant relationship existed between the two rankings,
i.e., there was no correlatien between number of parent contacts and number

of volunteers recryited. Although not all parent contacts were made with the

purpose of recruiting volunteers, the lack of correlation might suggest that,
at some schools, no .amount of effort will .result in sufficient recruitment of «
parent volunteers. : : R
Locally developed questlonnalres were given to Title L parents and to
teachers in Title I schools. "~ Many of the questions on these forms asked for

written comments which were too long and numerous to record in this report.

Responses to some of the specific questions are reported below Not all
of the teachers and parents returned the forms. . _ \

™
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:  Teacher Questionnaire ' K

‘Yes & No - IRCE W -
51 - 0 1. Has individual. and small group tutoti ' '
: B : effective?s
. . . . "'g . .e
. 51. 2 2. Do you feel that there is . a need for P rer .
- R f in your building? ) -
42, 3 . 3. Have Parent Aides’ been helpful in 1nvolvin' k
: 2, . in.sdhool ac§1v1ties7 : -
43 - 2 4. Have Parent Aides beed

5 _ + . of schodl activities?”

. a . .,

47 1 45., Have you seen pos1tive ré,

' g o, contacts”

fy e 4

. b LE
59 2 ”_Are you famlliar with the WO;
Aides do in your sghodl” '
- 17 37 \‘- 2} Do you think. that volunteefsfb B be;recrulted at'x: =
your school terpontinue the’ wof. f"Parent, Aides? » -
- . — & ) # ' ;aa\ B 017,5“
45 15 3. Have you’ beeﬁ?&ontaqteg by telephone %@.a Tltle I O -
Parent A1de7 -, L e )5‘: '5" i T
ﬁ : o a*&’ ._.’ - -,j
54 5 4. Have you receyg@ﬁ i?ﬁeﬁ notiCes about parept"
workshops” B _ &% AR . o .
49 9 5. Hav@BTent ¢ ]';f—_”'f‘ _"eeg-flfel“pfnl in _iﬁf,,2 i
i of Prhoy - N \,.. B R
- P : B S
40 - 20 6. Hasw ur ch11d received 1nd1viduaﬂpor small group
tuto?mng from Pérent Aides Y e ﬁy»'v A
' . CrOAy :":'/h: 2 w &
40 2 R If so, have you, Seen any’ progressﬂps’a result of. v ,
A ‘  individual or smgil groﬁp tutoang% LN qt L e
N a- gt ) . * .
el ’ '?-
. Judging from the comments written BX classroom and spec1a$ tgd hers, the.‘ e
communications problems -which hampered the program's. effectivenes the pre= . g
. vious year, were largely eliminated. The quality: of the aidqsﬁp wprvice and

inservice training was praised by both teachers and«principals. % Ad i;énnal t
comments from both teachers and parents were heavily in favor of the rent\'ig N
Education Aide Program. Prlncipals from eleven target schools wrote Qetters gﬁ;
of support for the program. )

- ‘e
©




The‘Parent Education Aide Program seems to have
Responses to the program from pring
have been very positive. -

07.08 .

<

RECOMMENDATIONS
€§3
o

L3

ivs geperal .
teacherg’, and parents
Although no dﬁta on the tutees*\achievement scores

were collected, 100% of the teachers respdnding to the questionhaire indi-
cated that they judged the tutoring to ha /e ‘been effective._

recommended for continutation in-.its pres fht form.
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¢, ' EARLY START =« 5}
- SUMMER 1976

SUMMARY .

o

"The Title I Early Start Program was conducted at Little and Rogers
Childhood Education Centers. A total ‘of 206 children who were thrqe and four
years of age participated in the six week program. Each of the twelve
teachers was assisted by an instructional aide. Six social service workers_
assisted the teachers in recruitment, enrollment, and home visitatiof: The
program provided activities designed to enhance the child's development of
cognitive, social, and physical skills. Parent involvement was encouraged
through an open house, parent meetings, and teacher-parent contacts.

Pretest and posttest data from the Cooperative Preschool Inventory were
analyzed ‘for a randomly selected fifteen percent sample of participants
Children «dn the three-year-old sample group (N=8) raised their mean percen-
tile ranking from the 17th percentile to the 59th percentlle Children in

the four-year-old sample group (N=23) gained in mean percentile ranking from

- the 60th perCentile to the 81lst percentile The program was recommended for

continuation

3

. ACTIVITY CONTEXT . 7 ' )

¢

LY

The Early Start program was first 1mplemented during the summer of 1970.
Investigations by the public school research depagtment and the Wichita
Guidance Center indicated that many preschool ch%ﬁdren living in' Title I .
areas had restricted life experiences and limited langhage ahilities. Early

~Start was designed to be a summer orientation t& social dﬂd cognitiye experi- .

ences and supplemental services for children ﬁpo woulﬂ@ artﬁFipate in the
Title I and Head Start preschool programs during the ensuingé&ghoél Year.

s Ks %,
: ‘ PROGRAM DESCRIPTION S

Scope

Clas=es for three~year-olds were ettended,by 49 children; classes for

- four-year-olds were attended by 157 children. .These children resided in
‘Title I areas.and planned to partic1 ate in preschool programs in the fall.

‘The objectives of the program were the development of the pupils' cogni—
tive, social, and physical,skills and the development of parent interest and -
pbsitive attitudes toward education,

. ‘.‘9"1’ |
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® Personnel .
Title I funded positions were filled by twelve cqusroom teachers,-
twelve. instructional aides, six social service workers, one social service
v director, one nurse, two secretaries,.and one custodian% All positions were
‘less than eight hours per day "
The preschool teachers' duties included (l) proViding for language, self

. coneept and mathematics awareness through.a variety of curricular materials.

4 and activities, (2) planning and implementing field trip experiences,

' (3) conducting home visits, and (Af planning and presenting open house and
workshop act1v1t1es for the parehts. The instructidnal aides assisted the
teachers by working with small groups af children and supervising classroom
and playground activities. .The social service-workers spent a large part of
‘their time rec;uitihg ‘participants and conducting enrollment interview§ )
They" also assisted the.classroom-teachers in problem—solving and parent visi-
tation. o :

P

Procedures

. This report covers the six week 1976 summer session held from June 14
through July 23. - Ten Early Start classes- were conducted at Little Early  *°
Childhood Education Center; two classes were held 4dt’ Rogers Early Childhood
Education Center Bus transportabion ‘was provided.

7! o - S : - - . . o
Activities ' ‘ I . . i

e Early Start,preschool teachers selected activities designed to e

enhance the child's development in four major areas: (1) social adjustment, ,

(2) cognitive development, (3) physical coordination, and (4) language devel- ‘

opment. Some examples of the content and skills included in each of the four

major areas are outlined below: ; : S -
. N

. Subject . _ :: Content or Skill
i _.Social Adjustment . .. ;Self concept, hbibity to work and play
[/‘ v _ ' #in a group, coping skills, récognition

. . . - . of classmates by name, recognition and
: , . . B labeling of moods .and emotions
J . . ’ ) " . /L
Cognitive Development =~ - .colors, shapes, spatial relationships,.
‘ oo : - "y' - awareness of face and body, the senses,
T ‘ ! Independence Day. and Bicentennial events

Pnysical‘Coordination?51 ) ‘development of large and small muscies,
L . eye-hand coordination, balance, spatial
, - ot orientation, motor skills :

- ’l : ) - ° - .

ERY - . o )

- I . . - § -
» . : .

. . S . .
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. . : o & : fﬁ , :
. g Subject . Content or Skill
# Language Developmeht ’ " receptivb language follow1ng
.- PV * directidns; listening, 1mitating rhythm
& s o patterns , © . e
. .} ] - k4 . - e,
: o ' Y » 7 el
T Tt 'productive fpeech telling name, . .
e expanding ~vocabulary, ‘participating ip
. } group  language experiences - Aq

@&
Classes ‘met daily from 9:00 to 12 00 for the'six week period Breaktast

. and lunch were served eagh day. Each teacher: designed her own class tchedule
to provide learning experiences which were related to cognitive, social, and-

physical skills. ‘The following is representative of the schedules of. dctivi-
ties: . . T s ' ’ :

2 9:00 - 9:20 ™ Breakfast and Cleanup : )
9:20 - 9:35 .. Rug Time ’ - e
, talking, manipulative aqt1v1ties, finger .
' .play, songs _ . '
9:35 - 9:50 Outside o v
' E outdoor play w1th equ1pment selected to
develop large muscle coordination

-

: S 9:50 - 10310 -~ . “ Story Time and Discussion
- ' - T language development
J10:10 - 11:10 - * Free Play
7 S individual and smallngroup centers, art
° _ activities, housekeeping and cooking,
. ' o e experiences, manipulative ohjects ,
R 11:10 -.11:30 ~  Rest Time . - w%
} > ' i books, music, quiet activ1ties
. . 11:380 - 12:00 Lunch and Cleanup f N

Although‘lhe ‘teacher followed her own schedule,rthe classes remained flex1ble

and less structured than it might appgar from the above example. Early Start .

was designed to be an enjoyable orien ‘ation to\the school experience, there- 9‘
- fore strict adherence to. rigid schedules 'was not .encouraged. ¥

The teacher- pupil ratio was”about 1:17; however, the use of 1nstruc— ’

tional aides further reduced the adult-pupil ratio to aBout A:9. oThe small

number of’ children per adult allowed the teachers and aides to give each

child more 1ndiv1dualized attentig ’ : e : i

Classes of four~ year -olds tagk field trrps o local p01nts of interest:‘ «

Riverside Parkvand Zoo . T ’ ‘
McConnell AFB (wading pool) . .. - oo
McAdams Park (picnicg o : : . o
Sedgwick County <Zoo : ' o Sy
a peach orchard ' o oY :

" Fairmount Park (wading poold~_ -

. . v;;.. . .
« R : . t ST oy AR
PAFuiron provea o e D ) . . . - : N ] , A
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. The three= year -olds took ' field trips to .Fairmount and McAdams Parks to enjoy
the waddng pool and the playground equipment. -Both. the children-and their
adult superv1sors foundg?hese ‘field trips to-be. very enJoyable experiences.

- . . k4
TTe . . L .

.
PR

Equipmehtfand Materials - | " A A s .
7 a - -~

'\

i

The equipment and materials used in the Early Start program included
but were ‘not limited tox " _ . . %
o .Peabody Language Kit Lo - . N
v~ ++ - Plagetiall materials ; o ’
' Early Science materials e .
Montessori senspry,materials - .
l.' Film strips, &tape recordings, records, and audio visual Lo

i _ %"  materials focusing on, lamguage and mathematical éoncepts

“Paints and other art materials .
Playground equipment - ‘ J

‘Puzzles, toys, games,lrhythm sticks, puppets, beads, blocks,
pegboards

B

By

. . Y, o : A ;o -
Parent Involvement A Lo R , ' . :

" Teéachers and social service workers encouraged. parents to become -
involved in the Early Start programa Each teacher was expected to spend an .
average of an hour per day_ in home vlsits and, telephone contacts.’ Topics of
the parent-teacher visits “included getting adquainted, attendance, health, or
behavior problems; bus schedules, the child's progress; and information

‘F . regarding parent meetings. Three parent meetings were held at the Little‘,
p Center: o : o , o . -
‘ ' Uatel. "_ e Purpose “ > " Parent Attendance ’

7. Jyne 23 Open Hquse . - .53 L
_ e July 8 - Make &: Take'Workshop T k2
. - July 22 4. ] “Making.Toys Workshop 46
. \ ) X . / - “a

These parenﬁﬁmeetings, ‘which provided further opportunltles for v1sit1ng with
.parents were conducted by the teachers and social service workers.
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' Budget . . , fli‘l L R ,.q‘ _ S
' ) : L L , L
" A. - SALARILES R N v L2 T
12 Teachers ' e i $-9;744“ LT
1 Social-Seryice Director - 812 ' -
.6 Sccial Service Workers : 5,500 ' .
12 Instructional Aides I 3,110 P o
) 1 Nurse . - ° Lo e e 812 R
2 Secretaries . R *7 . 1,000. o o
1. Custodian : o 750 , :
L v ) o A " B ‘ < $ 21,928 ' ..
B. CONTRACTED SERVICES = ;.,°. : o o
Bus Transportation g : Lo L - R
u (daily & 9 field tr1ps) S $.3,960 . o
~ Food Services B 1,050 .
Telephone Co _ : 200 '
- ' o ‘ 5,210
o » S | A . ‘ ‘
o, co’ OTHER EXPENSES o v o ‘ o
' Teaching Supplies B ) "$ 600 b
" Auto Allowangce. and Travel- ! 871 - »
R . L . o .11471 S ey
,Total Cost of This Activity! f ; - g $ 28,609._ N
-, N o "\J - . - :
B3sed on the total enrollment of 206 ch11dren, the per pupil cost of this
program was’ $l38 88. . P e : .
) . ; . . ¥ | . : N _
‘ SR 'EVALUATION ., . .~ B 7
- Stated br1efly, the projeq; 's perfggmance-objective wasias follows.:
~ : e : » ..

By the close of the six week summer session, ‘the participants will have
improved their cogn1tive (reading and math readiness), social, and physical

“skills from pretest to postteSt, as measnrei_by the Cooperative Preschool
Inventory _ : -5 . e . L % ©

T’ L ! :
¢ Ty oL N <

The CooperativehPreschodl Inventory, Rev1sed Edition (1970) was adminis-
tered to all partyc1pants -at the @eginning of: summer. school. A fifteen

e percent random sample was posttested'at the close of the session. Test D

f,results are based on pre and posttest data from this fifteen percent sample“}

R R The number of,part1c1pants by sex ‘and -race are reporteé in Table SS 01 1
’ A t 2 . . '
RS 'vlf*, T S 3 o _ Huil -

A . R o . ~
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' $5.01.06 ) ‘
S o _ i o
’ } v R ‘ ! , -
- : . ', TABLE'SS 01.1 @
- C PARTICIPAT]{ON )
L - S EARLY START, SUMMER ].976 . i
) s / LY ’
_ . . Sex - R » Race* - DR
. : M L F e e 1 C2 K 4 5
N o ° ~ o
N 796 0 - 53 5 139 7 2 -
) % 46.6 . 53.4 25,7 2. 6705 3.4 1.0 R
e - R
*Key: 1= Caucasian, 2= As:Lan American, 3= Black,a 4 Spanlsh Mexican
- 5= Amerlcan Indian -
) Attendance figures are reported.in Table SS 01.2
o ‘ .~ TABLE SS 01.2 -
S ATTENDANCE | ) . :
P EARLY START, SUMMER 1976 S
Fi ° "~ | ) - .“ D
ﬁtal Days Possible - ‘5,457 ' :
tal Days Attendedg« ‘ 4,030 N
Average Days Attended Per Pupil 19.56 . : ’ e
Attendance Percentage 747, TS .
Total Number 9f Pupils 2'(.)‘6 Ce R T,
Average Dail}lr!, Attendance 9 152 {q- : s R
. - ﬂgﬁ kr [ \ ',‘.{j. v ‘:,’ .
e . .
Summaries of test data for three-year-olds and four—year‘olds qquie hin'_
.‘5‘ - Table-SS .01.3 and Table SS O1. 4 . .,,..: c
‘ . & B S
- ‘ s, ‘ ‘ ‘n . .
rﬁ: ” K . D.' ¢ o
-~ /\ ‘ h ) '. r . . °
.‘ ) g; - ; d .o AN
i N - L :
’ PRI T
o e
. ’ | /’496 . 'Gb
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. | - . SS 01.07 S I
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TABLE SS 01.3 - - .

' PRIESCHOOL INVENTORY -

~ SUMMARY DATA . ‘
. 'THREErYEAR-OLDS - ~ '
. EARLY START, SUMMER 1976 . - -

. o 4 . : k/
- ! v

L. ca . . _ Pre - Pagf .

_ . Number °'\ ) ; 8 . ! *
. g Range of Scores 8-25 . 8-42
. \ . Mean Raw Score 16.38 27.50
Y Percentile o 17 . 59
N ¢ . 4 ’ N o | . . .
3 — . . K — . . B '5'
/. . ) . - /: . - . s .
' TABLE 'SS/01. 4 -
¢ ‘ . ,
: PRESJCHQOL INVENTORY |
_— SUMMARY DATA , ,
s . . FOUR-YEAR-OLDS -
. . ' v EARLY START, SUMMER 1976
1’9 Y ‘
. T : Pre ~  Post ’ - ‘
. - 7
Number 23 23
Rangé of Scores 10-56 . 15-61
Mean Raw Score ' 34.96 39,48
Percentcile : - 69 81 e

As can be seen in'?able SS 01.3, the three~year-old children achieved a
pretest mean score of 16.38 and a postteést mean score of 27.50. These scores
represented an increase in petcentile~ranking from the 17th percentile to the
59th percentile. The time elapsed from pretest to posttest was approximately
one month. Percentiles were based’on a national comparison group. .

‘The four—year-old children with pretest and posttest 'data achieved a
pretest mean score of 34.06 and a posttest mean score of 39.48. These scores
. represented rankingg at the 69th percentile and 8lst percentile, respectively,

when compared to national norms. For this group also, the amount of time
between pretest. and posttest was approximately one . month.

Both the three-year-olds and the four-year-olds ,raised their percentile
ranking (based.on a group meanB considerably over a short time period. It is
suggested that involvement in the 'summer Early Start.program was a major
cause for thé increases in percentile: rankings .

- _ ‘ : . IR
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Parent involvement in education waéialso a program objectiVe.‘ To
increase interest- and involvement, the teachers and social service workers
visited the ‘children's homes to talk with the parents. -The twelve preschool
teachers averaged around 25 hours spent im home visitation. The th- of
the visits varied greatly with the purpose for contacting the parents.
Visits ranged from ten minutes to two hours. Totally, the teachers made

- about 500 parent contacts, either in persen Qr by-telephone. In additior,

the social seryice. workers-made over 200 parent conticts, ‘mainly for purpOSes
,of recruitment and egrollmeft.’
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. " _SUMMARY ot T

L. « - ° ot ‘e .

’ . . ”;l -‘ - . "é. _.
’ b

_ PupilSJresidlng in three homes .for neﬁlected children Phyllis Rheatley ‘

Children's Home, Youthville Group Home, and,Wichita Children's Home, parti-

cipatea +n the 19% summer ‘program. Mathematics and reading instruction ‘were 71‘3354

emphasized. ~Crafts and cultural development activities were also program
components. LA total of 79 children, ranging‘in grade level fr‘g preschool
through high school, participated in the prgogram over the gourse of the six

.week sessidn: Eight teachers and o instructional aides were employed by
the program. Eight aides funded through SPEDY ‘provided additional asgis-
tance. Ted er evaluations of pupil progress indiceated that the hajoritn of
children madé "very little" or "slight" improvement in mathematics skills_and
"slight" improvement in reading skills. Evaluating pupil progregp in .the
acquisition of reading and mathematics skills was complicated by the{bigh
rate of. pupil turnover. ,

-

>

. . ‘ . [ 'n . ; &
oo . : . \\\\ .
. . \ s

‘ACTIVITY CONTEXT . 5
* : 2}

/ +
9 .~. . _\{ —\ (
_ ) The proVi51ons of ESEA ‘Title I as amended by P.L. 89-750 includeqﬂﬁ R
' projects designed to meet the’special educational needs of children’ residing
~in institutions for neglected and delinquent  children., The neglected.chil— :
o Xen 's program began during the 1966-67 school year as)part of a joint '
. program for both neglected and delinquent children. The progtam was
“designed to provide educational, supportive, and cultural enrichment°® ser—.
vices. In addition to the mathematics and reading classes, the program
bffered a wide range of activities includjing music, art, physical education,
and counseling and medical services. . In 1968, the component programs for
neglected children and dellnquent childrén were separated. Presently, the
. neglected children’ s\program emphasikes tutorial instruction in reading and .
- mathematics, althoygh crafts and cultqral enrichment activities also play an
important role.in the summer, program. oL ] é\ .“

. ' PROGRAM DESCRIPTION -~

. Scope . \ ' - ' t%'f.;b" . e .
SeVenty—nine children from three local institutiorns were involved in the
summer program. They ranged in grade from preschool through the twelfth |,
grade. The main objective of the program was to provide the children with
additional tutorial instruction in readfng and mathematics.

\
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Personnil . ' ) . . :
”h - Th program employed a total of ten persons five reading teachers,
N _two mathematics. teachers, one preschool teacher, and two instructional aides. .
_The instructors spent 18 -hours’ per week teaching in the summer program. The
instructional aides spent three hohrs every morning and’ three hours each
. = Tuesday and Wedmesday afternoon&assisting ‘the teachers. The Title I Parent
Coordinator provided inkind services as the Program Director. Additionally, .
eight youth funded*through Special Programs for- Economically Disadvantaged
Youth (SPEDY) served as aides. .

: .

?

Procedures . ' . 7

.
AN

This report: covers the 1976 summer school session from June 14, 1976 ‘8
through July 23,::1976. The program ‘for neglected children was conducted yﬁ
" threé local residential institutions: Phyllis Wheatley‘Children s Home,,
. Youthville Group Home, and Wichita Children's Home. Instructors were //
a%signed to the homes in the following manner: T :

Phyllis Wheatley ) ’ ' ', 2 reading teachers’ ‘,i/ﬁ
Children's Home -1 1 mathematics teacher )
@ RN . , //’ .
; & ~Youthville .‘ . < ;j[ 1 secondary teacher S
A Group Home . - (reading and mathematfcs)
' - . - ’ . . . ) ' }'.n.;
_ - .Wichita Ghildren's , /- 2 reading teachers/ .
: L ‘Home o g 1 mathematics teacher
P . o ] 1 preschool teacher
] : ! i ' :
T An orientation ‘mee'ting was conducted by the Title, I Parent Cooﬁéinator for

all teachers and aides prior‘}ﬁ the beginning of summer. schoo .

7 ' . S S t.
) L v §

; _ ‘Activities & I . ] /
v . [ . ) “ \
; « Instruction in reading and mathématics was the maJor yrogram activity.

Tutoring was conducted both on a one to-one basis'and in small groups. The
pupils were grouped on the basis of eitheé'ability level or-age level. The
teacher-pupil ratio ranged from 1:]1 to around 1:7 depending upon the class.
The addition of Title I and SPEDY Instructional aides copntributed to the

N . small teacher-pupil ratio. B o
Eg. Class schedules for reading and mathematics were different for each
nstitution. At the Wichita Children“s Home, classes were held for 20 to

4

30 minutes. Four or five pupils were grouped according to ability level to
. form each class..

'é At Phyllis Wheatley Children‘s Home, the schedule for reading teachers&\\\‘
generally topk-the f$llowing format: .

i

s ' ~'9:00 - 10:00 Special Projects ) s
‘ ' 10:00 ~ 11:00 Reading' Games j
11:00 - 11:30 Silent Reading T
11:30 - 12:00 - -Dramatics,— Bicentennial Play ;

, - o . | o
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The schédule for. mathematics classes was dependent upon the reading classes, v

the mathematics teacher usually worked with . free groups betwéen_ schedules

-In mathematics, the first hour was generally spent w1th primary pupils, the TR

-second hour with intermediate pppils, and a half—hourGWith secondary. pupils

The last half<hour of the morning was spent jointly with reading teachers in
'the production of the Bicentennizl Play. .,

. -Classes 1n crafts, dramatics, and cooking Were also inc1uded in the
©’ summer program. Although class activities var;!d with the institution, some
" of the crafts ingluded finger painting, blow paintingp producing a Bicenten-,
nial play, copking, weaving‘ and making scrapbooks of mewspaper clippings, -
African masks, Bicentennial eagles, pipe cleaner animals, Mother Goose .
mobiles, string art and macrame designs, End playdough sculptures.

‘At Youthville Grdup Home, two ‘days per week were spent ,playing
instructional games, reading books, crocheting, cooklng, etc. The remaining
three days were spent on field trips. Most of the’ trips were designed to
, further’ elthe{\career study or cultuyal enrichment. '

Children at both Youthville Group Home and Phyllis Wheatley Children s

.Homé took field tr1ps dur1ng the summer session and visited the ﬁollowing
places : .

»

¢
i

B : : . e

dgwick County Courthouse . .

. : d-Continent Airport’ . .
( ~ ’*  Mid-America All-Indian Cefﬂgr : ) )
T Wichita Art Museum '
Ulrich Museum' of Art, W.S.U. .
~*  'Friends University Art Museum ' ° e ot .
Southwestern Bell Telephone - § : C
Wichita Eagle/Beacon , o - } -
McConnell AFB Bowling Alley —_— : R '
+ _Sedgwick County Zoo . -« o
\ ﬂiverslde Park L, I
¢
Instructional Materials and Equipment | . ., : s %
S ‘ o IS SRRN

IR

.

o

Each teacher used his/her choice of curriculum materials.. " Both teacher-

made and commercial materials were used to devélop the pupils'. language arts
* and mathematics skills. The most.frequently used materials and equipment

appear below: \\ L ' T - N
Bug Ya. | o Chillers and Thrillersd S
. ; Fish Pond . A BYll Martin Freedom Kit.
: Winning Touch : ' Baily newspaper )
Musical Multiplication Task cards- :
! Open Highways . © Paperback books
From Plays into Reading -~ Recipes

Teen Talk * Teletrainer "

- . -

v
'
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Budget s . . . . -
o . C 4 . A
-A.. . SALARIES". C ' o 4 . ;
CEe. ., 5 Reading ?eachers . . . < .
‘ 2 Math Teachers L ‘ v 1 '
‘;.j 1 Preschqgol Teacher ‘ S 5 880 e o T
: 2 Instructional Aides ° © a1 615 R
. Orientatfon . ' -~ “180 - . ‘ : .
N S . : ‘ $6,615 ", |
B. CONTRACTED SERVICES ‘. ) , ' <o .

- , Pupil Transportation on

L . Field Trips ; o $ A 240 - . \\\\
£ ‘ EE o ;o 240 -

o . C. OTHER EXPENSES s e,
. , . T -
,;‘ ' E Supplles : . $ 900 '
Field Trip Lunches , - . 288
Auto Allowance (small g o )
- group trips) R . 175 ' !
o . T 1,363
TOTAL ° ' % 8,278

Based on the total enrollment of 79 participants, the per punil cost of this
activity was, $104 78. Based on the full-time -equivalent number of 42 parti-
cipants, the per pupil expenditure was, $197 10.

o - iBRLUATION N ‘
) The three mhiﬁ performance objectives appear below:
’ . * ‘buring the 'summer school term, the pupils in~§rades 1-12 will show
- ) *  progress in reading, as observed by the reading instructor.

7

* During the summer school term, the pupils in grades 1-12 will show

- progress'in mathematics, as obgerved by the mathematics instructor.

. R\

R * By the end of the summer school term, the preschool children will
;achieve posttest scores greater thamn pretest, as measured by the

. Cooperative Preschool Inventory.

_ A total cf 79 children from the three instftutions participated in the

o program it some time during the summer session. Thirty-seven participants

ere males and 42 participants were females. Twenty-five participants were

lack.and 44 were white; racial designation was not recorded for ten pupils.

The children ranged in grade level from preschool through grade twelve.

o
<. H . ~
' v

0
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Due to the h{/h rate of pupil turnover, the average daily attendan(e was

only 42 pupils.‘ Attendance figures appear in Table SS.02.1. ¢ S
. N\ ~
TABLE S$ 02.1 ° 5 -
- ATTENDANCE' '
' NEGLECTED CHILDREN'S. PROGRAMY SUMMER 1976.
: \ % Pupil Days Pupil Days Percent Tot&l
Institution > Possible. Attended Attendance Pupils F.T.E.
 Youthville 037t 60 - 30% 12
- Phyllis Wheatley : 667 . 296 447 23. . 10
‘. : : . . o :
w/ chita Children's (1- 12) 899 - 607 68% .31 21
Preschool Y . 522 260 . 507% ° 18 - 9
/'.EOTALS o - 2291 1223 53%, 79 a2

N . -

/Figures are based on a summer school period of 29 days.

[Mostﬁof the non-attendance was due to pupils entering the summer session late
and/or withdrawing early. - ~* L. .
Although the program's evaluation design involveéd pre and posttesting of
preschool ch11dren with the Preschool Inventory, this procedure was found to,
be impractical. Following initial unsuccessful attempts to-administer the .
I Preschool Inventory, the teacher was asked ‘to evaluate each child at the end
! ‘of the program by means of a written subjective evaluation. Ten' of “thg 18.
preschool children were participating in the program at the close' of .the * * =
summer school term. A.few of these children were described as timid, shy,
and reluctant toﬂfoin in group activities. Some eventually became more con-
fident and group-oriented. The preschool teacher stated that she was pleased
with the accomplishments;of” the class and felt that the children had enjoyed
V}fhe program. - ° °
Teacher evaluations of pupil progress were recorded on standard “forms
for pupils in reading and mathematics, grgdes one through twelve. For Both
mathematics and reading, pupil progress was evaluated in several basic skill
areas. Each pupil was evaluated in only those skill areas appropriate to
his/her ability level. *~
For each mathematics skill area, the majority of pupils were evaluated
as having made "very little if any improvement" or "slight improvement".
Only a small number of pupils Were judged by teachers to have made 'much .
improvemeni'.
Pupil evaluations in reading skills were slightly/higher than those for
mathematics. The majority of pupils were judged to ‘have made slight imprave-
p ment" in each reading skills category. A greater percent of participants
" were evaluated as making "moderate improvement' in reading skills than in -

| 104
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R »mathematics skills. Hdwever, - the percent of par;ticipan":é. rating' 'very
> little" improvement was still greater than thosé ratin K Huch improvement™.
h . Evaluations of .readj ‘mathematdics. skills app‘\;"ﬁin summary form
_ in Tables SS '02.2 andsS 62.3 respectivelv. f Lo .
IR . ’ ' - . . g .’
-~ K ‘ 3 ‘ - . . ) . \- . "“‘ :
N . ’ . f R )
_ o - ) . I ‘
' - s‘ TABLESSOZZ P -4
o o . 3 . ,-lk‘ \\,. 4
T . SUMMARY OF READING SKILLS EVALUATIONS e ,
. ) ‘ ‘ NEGLECTED CHILDREN'S PROGRAM, .SUMMER °1973\'%\\,‘, - . S .
S e e, .t xiery Little If - Slight’ Moderate ° Much_

« . Skill Areas ‘ iy Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement
ot .. N . ® N % N % N 1
" Dictionary Skills 7. 17 25 60 7 ' 11 3, J
P I S ' : St B

- Word Meaning .6 14 26 627  ,10 - 24 - :
.‘ \ N . . N . . . ) . . N ] hd
Comprehensjon. - . 7 S 17, 24 57 10 2 1 2
Sight' Words- i ‘7 . 17 . 2% 57" 10 - 24 1 2
Phonetic Analysis -~ 7 17 25 " 60 100 24 -
& L. I * ’ . - ‘ . ‘e i ‘..‘- . ) °
~ * StructuralAnalysis 7 17 " 25 ,f.60 1o L, 24 hed
‘. ' , " « : -
Percents may not sum to 100 due to rounding. T
’ : ‘e N (S
. 4 v 4 ‘
s L& -
¢ ‘} Q. )v- l
Yo W I \ | " ~ * '
. 31— . ¥ — S R
S %
L : Lo
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A [ TABRE §6 02.3 . .
/ " SOMMARY OF MATHENATICS SKILLS EVADUATIONS
' NEGLECTED CHILDREN'S PROGRAM, SUMMER 1976
Lo ., S e
f’ ) ' ' . ’ _ ! : |
s 0 “Very Little If Slight Moderate Much
Skill Areas I Any Improvement - Ilmprovement Improvement ~  Improvement °
‘,“l, N Z, ¢ ‘ N 1%“ N ' % . N ‘z
Compreherision .of e o ST ' B
Nuseration System © 13 . 3 . 8+ W AR B N
"Basic Addition/ , L P
Subtraction L4 50 VR 1T 1k
- - o J . ' - ‘ l
Basic Mdltiplication/ . S | V.
Division IR U ¥ 14 &2 soon 13
. ,.“ | : e R ‘,-
Concepts/Operations . c “ '
with Fractions/ - , | co J
Decimals 153 52 ! 51 b -
Measures/Calculat fons | \'
for Lengths/Areas- o |
Volumes , PR 100 -,‘ - -
Aléebraic‘ Concepts/ . ‘ !
Qperations ° 1" 100 7 - - - .
S ¢ | '
Percents may not sum to- 100 due to rounding. ‘
! 4
} b ah f " .
i \
4 L o
) h | '
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RE COMMENDATIONS

5 - N

Some participants met  the st¥ted performance objectives. However, many
other participants showed very little progress in the" development of _reading
and mathematics skills. Noticeable improvement was difficult” to obtain “in a
8ix.week period. The high rate of pupil mebility contributed to the diffi-
culty in formulating an adequate evaluation of the program. ‘Judging from )
teacher responses, the greatest sense of accomplishment came from partici-
pation im ecrafts activities and cultural enrichment field trips. It is-
recommended that the summer program be continued, but that greater emphasis
be ‘placed on activities which provide soc1a1 interaction and cultural
enrichment. o . _

1
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Scope

sS 03.01 .

s

PROGRAM FOR THE DELINQUENT S
: SUMMER 1976 ' - . R

o SUMMARY n
A\-t . . F
lhis six week program was designed to provide reading and mathematics

instructiqn to those boys who were' at Lake Afton Boys Ranch’ during,the
summer. Twenty-four:boys were enrolled at sometime during the -term. The
12 boys who were in attendance wo Or more weeks were evaluated on a check-
list completed by the teacher Ninety-one percent of the ratings in reading
indicate moderate or‘ "much" improvement. In mathematics, 86 percent of the.

ratings were "moderate" or "much" imp&ovement" This program fills a need for
summer instruction at Lake Afton Boys Ranch. It should be continued.

A s o ‘ .
' © ACTIVITY CONTEXT " .
. A - :
. ( . T
The program at- Lake Afton Boys Ranch is a detention facility adminis-‘
tered by the Sedgwick County Juventle Court. "Programs for delinquents were
developed in 1967 at Lake Afton and Friendly Gables. Friendly Gables is no

longer in operation. The program at Lake Afton in operation each summer

primarily is an.extension of the regular year instruction .in reading and
mathematics

’
>

Y g ) .PROGRAM DESCRIPTION ;

This 29 day summer program had 24 participants ranging in pge from -

12 to 16 years of age. These participants ware assigned to the’ Ranch by the
Juvenile Court. The objective of the program’ ‘was to provide reading and

mathematics instruction to residents of the institution.

Procedures

Classes were in session from nine udtil noon, and from one to three’
p.m. The reading program Included individual work in phonics books, reading
workbooks, and "read aloud sessions.'" The System 80 program, SRA Reading

"Lab, and the SRA Junior Reeading for Understanding Lab were among the mater-’ "

ials used. Individual charts for the SRA Rate Builder were’ posted

'DictiQnary work receilved emphasis.’ . w

In mathematic%_the System 80 and McCormick-Mathers Mathematics Lab were,

" used. Work at the chalk board was also a part of the learning activities..

Probleh solving questions were given .to the boys so they could apply their
mathematical skills.

I £ T M\
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Budget S -_ f ?

The budget for this program was 31393, This included $1015 teacher's
~galary, $250 for supplies; and $128 teacher travel allowance from the city.
limits to the Ranch. Based on an enrollment of 24 pupils, the cost per

© pupil was “$58.04,. ' o '
B / : AT T - '

BN . -, EVALUATION Lt

) 3 .
The obJective of the program was to improve ‘the néading and mathematics
. skills of the boys in the program: The teacher'completed a reading and
mathematics check-list for each pupil who was in the program two or more
S weeks. The summary of these evaluations is given in Tables SS 03.1 and
© - 88 03.2. : .

.
e . - . - N -

"TABLE §S.03.1

SUMMARY OF INDIVIDUAL READING
EVALUATION CHECK-LISTS * : "
LAKE AFTON BOYS RANCH

<17 SUMMER 1976 : ' s
‘ . ‘ \
: .READING }MPROVEMENT
Very . . ) o

N=12 Little Slight - Moderate- Much
Dictionary Skills _— ..__" 3% ) "6%2
Word Meaning . - 17%  58% . Vl2;%
Comprehension' ' ' 1 -- - 174 " 50%. '33%
Sight Words . - T 81 .  58% ) 33%
Phonetic Analysis B i 8% | o 67% ' 25%
. Structural Analysis‘ S _ 8% ’ 672' , T ) 25%
TOTAL . N , 104 : 567% . 35%

-

v

o B § B




TABLE S5 03.2 - T“

S 03.03 .  ttr 4 .-

~w

. SUMMARY OF INDIVIDUAL MATHEMATICS
EVALUATION CHECK-LISTS_,v
LAKE AFTON BOYS RANCH! =~ .

SUMMER 1976 - . .

e
3

_MATHEMATICS IMPROVEMENT,

From Tables SS 03.1 and SS 03.2 it is- apparent that most pupils made
"moderate" to "much” improvement in reading and mathematics.

‘ Very. o : .
N=12 Little ~ Slight: Much
vComprehension of / " Y SR

Numeration System - - ) 25% ¢ 757%

e . # .
Basic Addition/ :

Subtraction - - 33% 67%
Basic Multiplication/ ,

Division - 8% 507% o 427
Concepts/Operations ‘

"with Fractione/ - - 27% 36% - 367

Decimals ‘ " e '

_ Measures/Calculations .
for Lengths/Areas/ - 367 367 . 27%
Volumes .
TOTAL -- 147% °36% ’ 50%
._",,’-' . ’ v

The greatest

improvement in the reading aré&éa was in dictionary skills where 67 percent of
the 12 participants who were evaluated made '"much" improvement.

In mathematics, 75 percent of the pupils made
"Comprehension of the Numeration System."
+ and 8sub
+ated as

improvement in basic addit‘
Since most pupils werc

Sixty-seven pengent made '

improvement, the objective of the program was met.

L 3

This program meets a definite need for summer instructiog at the Lake
It appears to continue to be a successful program, there-

.

Afton Boys Ranch.
fore it should be continued.

112
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ving made "moderate" or "much"
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"much" improvement in



e 27

”“I.- -

-
AR,

&

. SS 04.00
. WICHITA PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Unified School District 259
Dr. Alvin E.‘MOfrig, Superintendent

' N
‘- - .
\ . -
) v
L) ' ll“'
A REPORT OF THE
TUITION SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM
SUMMER 1976 . ES
J . . . N . . - . wd«w
J A
) ’&
" Funded by ESEA PL 93-380.
Title I
Project 76030
‘v Prepared by .
Terry E. Mo

ore, Research Assistant
Gerald R. Riley, Research Specialist

Department of Program Evaluation
o~

Division of Research, Plafning, and Developmeft Ser

%&ges
Dr. A. W, ‘Dirks, Director , H

1
}

August, 1976 : :

113



SS 04.01 - M
) v

1

TUITION SCHOLARSHIPS

» SUMMARY

Title I funds provided the summe; school tuition and fees for puPiis
‘attending 14 summer school centers. Although -the pupils attended a wide
variety of summer school courses, enrollment in either basic reading or
mathematics was a prerequisite for also reéeiving grants for other courses.
Excluding grants for reading and mathematics programs’, a total of 2031 grants .
were awarded to educationally disadvantaged elementary pupils who were
eligible for Title 1 assistance. The response to the program was greater
than the previous year's. Poor attendance was the biggest detriment to the
program. The pupils' attendance percentage ranged among the various courses
from 47 percent to 96 percent. The program was recommended  for continuatibn-f
contingent upon - the institution of a policy regarding pupil attendance.__'n

ACTIVITY CONTEXT

"

Title I ot FBEA has funded tuition scholarships for summer school
.classes sfnce 1966. Over the years, the program has held several names:
Opportunity. Grants, Tuition Scholarships, and=§ummer,“$chool ‘Scholarghips.
The basic purpose of the program, however, has’ f%maiﬁbd the. same. hy pro-
viding Title I pupils with the financial means,to entoll in summer school
classes, the program has enabled the pupils to continue their development of
basic skills through the summer months. Tuition scholarships have also
allowed pupils -to enroll in classes that are not available during the regular
term. Since the summer of 1974, the program has excluded scholarships at the *
secondary level. o L :

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
[)

. - - b
Scope

A total of 4341 tuition grants, ranging in value from~ten dollars to
fifty dollars, were awarded to 2065 pupils residing in Title I areas gnd
attending 14 summer school centers. j§lth the exception of Early, Start (pre-—
school) and the programs for neglected and delinquent children, Title I
summer school activities were contracted to the Wichita Board of-"Education.
Title I pupils, except in the above programs, were given tuition grantB to
attend summer school. . Although basic reading and mathematics programs were
contracted, they are evaluated in separate reports. Participation'and
attendance data in this report cover only the 2031 grants awairded for
enrichment courses and exclude data from basic reading and mathematics
programs. » A

| 14
e, %
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'4'-'\ L
The goals of the program were (l) to provide an opportunity, for the
~\reinforcement of basic skills, (2) to foster a continuation of educational
development for.children who might otherwise regress academically during
.the summer months, and (3) to promote a variety of other" summer experiences
for Title I- target area children. :

. .
\ B
4

- s

Personnel

The Title I.Summer School Principal was respons&ble for allocating \\V
tuition gcholarships and collecting data. Elementary school principals

. .v granted tuition scholarships at the building Yevel. ' \
“ . - . | R
' ‘ : S \\ A %,
’ ¢ . . \ RPN ? q_ '
~ Procedures . i . - \ S e S
- - S N ‘ .

Prior. to the end of the regular term, elementary school teachers sub~-
mitted to the princi als, the names of pupils who would %;:efit from the
‘summer school experfence. Of the pupils identified as ‘having an educational
need, those eligib e for Title I services were. cffered s er school tuition
scholarships Enrollment forms were sent. home to the parénts for signatures
and returned to he elementary scthools. The amount of the tuttion scholar-
ships ‘awarded each participant varieg with the number of cqurses taken and
the‘per—hour cost of each course._ Each participant: receiving a scholérship.
was ‘réguired to enroll in a basic reading or mathEmatics course. Enrollment
#n other summer courses was optional.

- Budget

/ “\ £
The revised program budget

N EVALUATION

¢ NS . . . S

-

Participation figures forbasic reading and mathematics courses appear.

in separate.reportsg. . » \
A sudmary of Title I particlpation figures for all other summer\school
J courses appears in Table SS.04.1. Slightly more boys| participated t an girls.

of the participants were white; over forty percent were black. A total of

Particlipation was fairly evenly distributed across gaadd levels. Nearly half
203] tuition scholarships were awarded for the co

urses listed in this

than ten, in rank order according to attendancé erCentages. - Classes with
less than ten participants appear alphabetically at the bottom of the table:-
The number of participants enrolled in each clas% 18’ also’ listed. All gourses
were not offered at all summer school centers. Some courses, e.g., EMH
Speech Therapy, were dedigned for a select’/ group of participants. Upon
inspection, it appears that the average participant grade level did not
the course attendance petcentages, i.e., in general, courses enrolling c
.dreén in the primary grades had no higher attendance ' rates than did courges
~enrolling children {n the intermedlate ﬁrades and vice versa. Attendanc J
rates ranged from 47 percent in Spanish courses to 96 percent 1in Enrichm n
Reading and Journalism and Public Speaking classes.i .

L




TABLE SS 04,1

TITLE 1 FUNDED PARTICIPATION

SUMMER SCHOOL 1976

v Grade !
Program Sex | Pre B 4 Race*. .
P&k K 1 2 3 & 5 6 U1 2 3 &
Arts & Crafts % 31| 5 167 131 129, 8 8 46 17| %5 12 22 Wbk

| Career Education 7 13 5 05 1 1 2 IS'J R

EMH 8 6 ( L 5; 9. .
‘Enrichment Reading’| 1 o 1 1 o
 Instrumenta) Music S0 -9, 17 6 7 3 9 54 56 193N
. Journalism and - ” o I
Public Speaking 2 o 1 1 . 2 S
Lab Science 15 19 5 1 6 9 o1 1 . ‘ »
MAD-PEXK - o 8| o« 3 % 20 w7 Pl % 8 1 9
Needlework/First - : | S s
Md 6 15 | 2 1 -6 5 61| 9 n 1 W
Perceptual Develop.| 4 1 3.1 o 1 5 |
Physical Education | 219 183 | 0 75 4 9% 56 69 3B 3| 1625 208 20 ]

: Postl'Kindergarten 157 13 1 25 | R 138 16 107 18 1
‘Preschool . ¢ 1 1 | -1 . |
Prinary- Story Tine 51 IRV LR VA R AU , 12 1

' Spansh Sl w0 1o 6B ) Lo
peech Therapy |+ 41 32| 8 4 19 15 b1 oh \ET !
Sumer Theater - 6 2| L8 63 5 .8 5

lyping I o1 | | 9. 5 49 % 5 1[0 6 88 12 4

. Woodworking - 5. 2 11 b6 6 9 1w,

" Yorld Travel A U A \ RS AT B T T R B L

L . ,’) v i ¢ ) ' o '
wns L | 1060 990 |10 389 317 231 299 266 300 192 27 991 71 843 108 18
Percent’ | 51,3 48,7 | 0.5 192 15.8 114 147 131 148*95 1,5 |48.8 3.5 4.5 5.3 0.9

I , .
* Race Key 1 :Caucasidn; 2=hslan American, J=Black; 4=Spanish Mexican; S=American Indian } ,
% MAD-PE (Music, Arb Drama - Physical Education combination course). .ﬂ l ' -

- / )

- ' ‘X\/ . ’ ‘ . . .‘ C !
h\ . ' " .
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A\ ‘
TABLE SS 04.2 | -~
> - - ) -y .
_ TITLE I PUPIL ATTENDANCE BRI
SUMMER SCHOOL 1976 g P
7 , .
. /— N N .
. R . ‘ Attendance
Program / Enrollment ' . Percentage-
o ¥ ’ . . . . '“‘ . ] -
'Primary Story Time o . 25 ' " _ T83-09
.- Needlework/First Aid - - 21 : . - 76.03
Speech Therapy 13 C :75.15 .
Music, Art, Prama - P. E ' 107 o ~ . 74.75
'* World Travel .. e 23 L R /7 74.04
Post—Kindetgarten ' ‘ - 280 . 71.20
Summer Theater - S 18 , ' ' 70.78
" Arts & Crafts . . 667" | . 70.00
Typing I T o 211 - .- 65.14
&t>Lab Science ' ’ 34 T ' 64,48
EMH : 14 - '64.08
P.E. Activities . 402 L 63.86 -
Career Education . 200 62.78
Woodworking T v 26 : : 59.62
Instrumental Music B 79 ’ 59.55
Spanish : 32 46.91
. 4
K Enrichment Reading 1 | 96.00 .
Journalism- & Public Speaking 2 e 96.30 .
Perceptual Development 5 91.85- s
Preschoodl 1 86.18 '
. , . . ) = » ! T .
TOTAL L , « 2031 ‘ e
. o ~ RECOMMENDATIONS L " Co. T
o : : . e o N N Lt
/3_' . The tuition program can 'be commended for supporting a wide variety of K

courses and for providing the Title I pupils with an educational atmosphere
during the summer. A large number of scholarships ‘were accepted HOWevér,
attendance was generally disappointing. The program is recommended for con-.
tinyation with the_suggestion that a policy be instituted which ensures that
scholarships will not’ be wasted on participants who exhibit.poo; attendance
in the summer session. .

.
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' o BASIC PRIMARY AND CORRECTIVE READING.

- SUMMER 1976 L @ : .
A L , ‘
. SUMMARY - ,

. The - Ba31c Primary summer program was designed primarily for Zirst and
second grade students who needeﬂ extendcd time to develop basic reading
skills. Corrective Reading was-designed for. pupils in grades threc¢ through
six who were below grade level and had the ability to profit from a Correc-
‘tive Reading program. e ’

Title I tuition grants were’ provided to 1 279 pupils to take these - .
reading classes. Individual pupil progress was evaluated by teachers using
an evaluation check-1list. Results indicate that 39 to 44 percent of the
ratings were in the,''slight improvement" category. Approximately one—fourth '
were rated ''very little improvement," one fourth ' moderate improvement" and

- the remainder (four to six percent) were rated as making "much improvement..

The"' program appeared to be successful. However, continued efforta

should be made to improve the 72 percent attendance.

v : \
ACTIVITY CONTEXT

/ .
] Summer reading programs began in 1967 with tuition grants to Title I
pupils to attend regular summer classes in Corrective Reading. Basic Primary
~ and €orrective Beading classes were organized as. Title I classes from Summer
© 1968 through Summer 1974. In the summers of 1975 and 1976 tuition grants .

were again given to Title I pupils to attend regular Boaid of Education
sponsored summer reading classes.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Scope

. One thousand two hundred seventy-nine Title I pupils participated in the
summer reading program. The primary goal was to improve the reading ability
of the pupils through activities in a correlated language arts program which
included reading, listening, speaking, and writing. Teachers were expected

to emphasize and encourage "fun reading." . Literature appreciation was also
emphasized..

A . . . . . »
-

¢ ’ -

"

Personnel

. Two program coord nators worked in these“two p ograms.j The coordinatora ’
<i‘dutiea -1ncluded conducting an orientation workshop,/ distributing suppliea,

_]}2() »i ' .1’; .

1
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& . . /
. .

assisting individual teachers, and sharing ideasu The' Director of Reading
for the Wichita Public Schools had the overall responsibility for the pro-
gram. ‘- Teachexs were employed thrOugh the regular Board of Education

//procedures and paid with B.0.E. funds. ThevCoordinators and Director were
were also paid with B 0 E. funds.’ :

. - . _
Procedures ' . o .

This report covers the six-week summer session. Title I pupils attended
classes which were in ten Title I schools .and four non-Title I Hools. A
‘two-hou? drientation ;session for teachers’ was held at the beginning of ‘the
_summer session.

A .curriculum guide, Fundamental Reading) gave. teachers diregtion and
-and suggestions for a variety of activities. Teachers were urged to organ—

-y _ize their classrooms into lehrning centers.

-The teachers usually made an early ‘assessment of students\ reading
' skills‘using either the Dolch.Sight Word List or _the San Diego Quick Assess—
ment. The Optional Reading Readiness %%ecklist Visual Skills--Likenesses
and Diffefence, and the Single Initial d%néonant Sound Test were used in
some cases to assess readiness levels. : .

. The curriculum guide contained 24 games and a list of 34 activities.,
The activities used most fnequently were:

‘-,
'
1

..  Games for vocabulary development

1
- 2. Read to the children each day’

. 3. Crossword puzzles for individual use

4. Visited individually with pupils about a book, a story, : !
) or a poem °*
5. Film anll filmstripSvfrom the Instructional Materials
. Center
6. Followed-up on fileld trips with creative 1anguage
experiences .
The games used mosb‘frequently were: ‘ "
. 1. ABC Order : )
oo 2.. Mr. Long and Mrs. Short' C ‘ ’
: 3. “Compound Bingo . -
4.nsBlends Race . S
5. xComics - : . :
6: Root Words and Endings . ? )
The most frequently used instructional equipment was thevtape necorder, -
"record player, filmstrip projector, and overhead projector.
. - The total amount given in tuition grants for Basic¢ 'Primary aqd Correc—y
tive Reading was $41, 300
) | ' EVALUATION | ; : S
, The primary objective of both Basic Primary and Corrective Reading was

 to improve the reading ability of the participants. The emphasis was on

,,..

12"1




fwhat successful,
ufisuccessful ."

- . Lo ‘ R ’ . A' ‘J ”
% . . .
' o . .

ST , . S8 05.03 N ?
4 .. . ; . } _ .
.1mproving skills in word recognition and comprehension. - ' ) T 7
The six feading skill areas evaluated were:
I ‘
1. Dictionary skills o ) : 3
2. . Word meaning . oL « ) v ' :
3. Comprehension - )
4. Sight words . . .
" 5. Phonetic analysis . . . . °
6. Structural analysis ' X '
One thousand two hundred seventy-nine pupils were.in.the summer reading
program. A summary of participation by grade, race, and sex is reported in
Table SS 05.1. - '
$§ The rate o&’attendance was 72 percent. The average number of days .
attended per pupil was 19.3 of a possible 27." Mechanics of collecting data -

.made 1it, necessary to use 27 total days in computing attendance statistics
! rathexr than the actual 29 days.

Student .evaluation forms were submitted by’ teachera'for individual ‘ -
pupils., Table SS 05:.2 gives the summary results of these evaluations. The
résults show that 39 to 44 percent of the ratings on the six skill %reas “
were in the "slight improvement .category. ‘Approximately one—foqﬁth were '
rated "very little improvement," one-fourth were rated as makingg poderate
improvement," and the remainder (four to six percent) were rated ,making s
"much ‘improvement .’ -

. Teachers reported 6& home calls, 152 parent-contacts at @chool, ﬂfd -

308 parent cantacts by note or telephone. . B

The use of 1earning centers in each classrobm was enqourag by program
supervisors. Thirty percent of the teachers reported the centers@were "very
successful," 56 percent reported them to be "successful,'" 11 percent "some~
" dnd" two percent reported them as being ' generally

o " RECOMMENDATIONS™

) . : . . ) i
¢ v ‘ . ) g
. . p

o

The program appeared to be generally successful However,“contidﬁed
efforts should be made to improve attendance. o

/ By
'

2
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*Race Key: 1=Caucasian; 2=Asian American§ 3=Black; 4=Spanish Mexican{ 5=American Indian

4

'%0-50 S§

«
\ TABLE S5 05.1
. PARTICIPATION ‘STATISTICS
1L T BASIC BRIMARY AND CORRECTIVE READING
’ _SIMMER 1976 g
Lo ',',‘1

Summer / L

School Sex ¢ Grade 7 Race - - 1

Center ¥ P K-l 2 03 & 5 6 WK 1, 2 3 4 5 WNK|Total

s | S 0| 0 5 ¥ W L s o0 1m o100 11

Clowd | 12 105| 1 6 S8 3% 26 29 10 | 45 0 1% 0 0] 2.
CDedge | W 0| 42 8 6 & & 5 4 | 0 9 81 0 0| &

Praklie | 43 % 0 Mu T W o115 o 0T

Fwston | 38 33 13 18 13- 9 12 6 9 0 3 1 0 0| 7

Garrison 271 19° 6 ; T b 6 b | 30 4 2 0 0 46

Harry St | 8L |l % BT W 1D 061 4 1 0 0| 1%

Kellogg %2 (R S VI T 20521 o) s

Machthur | 31 37| 13 59 L 7 10 2 | %k o2 o6 0 0 68

Park | W0 48], X 015019 1305 8 9 0 %0 8 1 0 8

Rogers 0338 AREBVERR VU 2 4 o0 174 3.0 6l

WVashington | 103 82 T T R T I A S VA I V. R A R O U

Wilson 1 S Ly 9 8 2 | 0160 0 0|

Woodman | 33 1 1212 -8 5 9 b a0 s b0 0] 50

Total 680 59| 15 8 37 251 223 18 42 107 8| 33 45 626 66 § 17109

Pereent  |'53.2 46.8) 12 0.6 26.4 19.6 17.40 107 ILL 84 0.6 | 4L 35 48.9 5.2 0.6 0.1[

<5



TABLE §S 05.2

INDIVIDUAL EVALUATION FORMS

SUMMARY RESULTS
TITLE 1 READING
SR 1976

5699.

’ ~ Students Showing - .Students Showing Stuaents Showing - Studenfs Sflowing |
o Very Little If Any Slight Moderate ‘ Much |
Reading Skill Areas | Improvement . - Improvement Inprovement % | Improvenent Total*
o N p ' g 1
Dictionary Skiils if 1.l B 8 : ';ihk' | 24 24 b~ 1589
 Vord e BRI | w0 gl s |
:C'omprehension. 271 '26‘, 463 2 43 266 5 66 6 1072
. Sight Words R A TR S g
 Phonetic Analysis ‘295‘ 28 “424 ‘.‘ 40 '288 Y | L 6 .107¥
Str@ctural Analysis 159 29 34& | 39‘ ‘227 % 53 6. | 881
oo | ons % | B8 A wem | o
*ITota/ls aré uneqUal‘as studlents‘wér‘e. not rated in each skill-area. .
i

Ss0°s0 ss
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SS 06.01

ELEMENTARY MATHEMATICS
SUMMER 1976

o ‘  SUMMARY

The summer Elementary Mathematics Program was an extenmsion of the L
regular term mathematics program. Pupils who were identified as deficient in
mathematics skills and vho attended Title I schools were eligible for parti-
cipation in- the program. A total of 1,031 pupils having completed grades
K-6 participated in the 1976 summer school program. Classes were conducted

in fourteen summer school centers by 68 teachers.

Challenging the pupil with interesting experiences. and - strengthening
the pupil's mathematical skills were the major objectives of the program.
The classroom teacher evaluated each pupil's progress in one or more of six
basic skill areas. Analysis of the evaluation forms indicated that the
majority of participants showed '"slight" to "moderate improvement in five.of
the six skill areas. Manhy teachers stated that regular attendance was
directly related to improved performance. ' ~

‘A

. * ACTIVITY CONTEXT . s
The Elementary Mathematics Program has been conducted during summer
school sessions since the summer of 1973. The program is an extension of .the

regular term Title I mathematics program, which began in 1970-71% under the
name, Primary Mathematics Program. Prior to I§70-71, a survey of ‘scores on
the* Towa Tests of Basic Skills had indicated that pupils attending Title I
schools had a definite need for compensatory mathematics instruction. Subse-
quently, the five most critical computation skills were identified: addition
facts, subtraction facts, multiplication facts, divisiop facts, and place

* value and regrouping concepts.- A diagnostic test was developed relative to,

these basic skills. Prescriptions were then written using the Primary Mathe-
matics Program as the source of’ activities Later, an Intermediate ~ .
Mathematics Program was added to serve pupils in ‘the upper elementary grades.
Presently, the two programs are consolidated and all levels of instruction
operate under the name, Elementary Mathematics Program. - For the past two
summers, the program has contracted its administration to the Wichita public
school system in order to provide greater centralization of administration
and program uniformity. )

v . T

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION. -

lS%ope | . | ) _4.}‘ | (;"

A total of 1, 031 pupils in grades K- 6 were funded through Title I
participate in the summer mathematics program. Title I participants,attended
classes in 14 summer school centers throughout the city. '

T 198 - -
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The major objective;ﬁ%g,the program were to challenge\\he pupil with
_ ~ interesting experiences to etrengthen the pupil's mathemhtical ﬂkills
. and experilermces. _ »
. . . o ° \\
Ti
Personnel
\'\ .
¢ N Sixty-eight instructors taught Elementary Matgematics to Title I pupils
during the summer session. .These teachers met the same professional qualifi—
+ cations required of full- ~time instructors during the regular school tqrm.
The teachers were responsible for providing mathematics instruction, main-
‘ _ t#ning records of attendance, and recording pupil progress in basic mathema-

tics skills. A number of teachers taught more than one mathematics class per
day . L . , -

L

: . Procedures

This report covers the six week summer school session, beginnin ’
June .14, 1976, and ending July 23, 1976. Title I pupils attended El mentary
Mathematics classes in the following fourteen summer school centers: Addms,

p Cloud, Dodge, Franklin, Funston, Garrison, Harry Street, Kellogg, cArthur,
Park, Rogers, Washington, Wilson, and Woodman. ’

A preservice workshop was held for the teachers on June 10, 1976. - The
workshop was .designed to orient the teachers to the'Elementary Mat ematics
Program, suggest classroom materials and methods, and distribute a|diagnostic,

+ test to aid individualized instruction. The workshop was conducte by the
Title I Mathematics Consultants and was attended by approximately 5 elemen-
tary teachers.

/

Activity _ )

the teachers
ferent skill
to

chers fre-
nforcement
was usually.
ivities. -
terest. A

¢ : The instructional format varied with each teacher. Most of
grouped the pupils on the basis of ability or interest in the di
areas. Nearly all of the teachers administered a diagnostic tes
initially‘determine deficiencies in concept development. The te
quently used a skills checklist to trace pupil progress. The re
of basic computational skills was emphasized. The time' in:-class
_divided into periods of individual study and periods of group ac
Short periods and a variety of activities sustained the pupils'
typical classroom schedule might take the following format: ¢
S . 10-15 min. The teacher introduces the concept or activity.
O 15-20 min. The pupils work individually on worksheets.
. 10-15 min. After completing the worksheet, each .pupil goes
several skilljgcenters to join in a'mathematics-
R puzzle. .
15-20 min.” The entire class participates in culminating acti ties,

Some summer classes took field trips which provided the pu 1s .

opportunity of seeing people using mathematics skills on the jobd Tnips to

- the fire station, a grocery store, and a pizza restaurant gave the ‘pupils a
view of the practical value of mathematics. , i

v -
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'SS 06.03 L _ .

Instructional Equipment. and Supplies

- . - 4
P

'The Elementary Mathematics Program urged tedchers tpo employ a diversity
of materials in the instructiondl process. In-<this program, manipulative
materials were instrumental in the teaching of mathematics concepts; they
helped the pupil visualize relationships \when he/she was unable to comprehend
them on an abstract level. Below is a brief list of “the imaginative and.
economical matérials which.may be found in the.mathematics classroom:

-~

abacus ' ' darts o pegboards *

beads dice- . - '+ plzza rounds

beans - dominoes _— play money '’

blocks _ . egg cartons . poker chips ,
bottlecaps , . f1¥nnel board ' papsicle sticks: s
buttons - flashcards ' pretzels L !
" candy . fraction discs- = qulet counters

canning Iids . * geo-boards - rulers

chips hand ‘calculators . -set rings

clock ., macaroni ~ . straws .
counting frames magnetic board - toothpicks .

cuisenaire rods . - measuring cups ) v

thematical games'slso played a major role in thevElementary Mathe-.
matics Program. Both ‘commercial and teachér-made games were used. Some of

the more frequently ¢layeddgames are listed belowc ol
Quizmo - Big Ten " Bug Ya.
Jaws Could Be ~ . PokKe ) S
Concentration Kung Fu . Card and Dice Turn Down
Pink Panther Jeopardy Space Race- ‘
Charlie Brown © - Rummy * High Rollers =~ L
. .Challenge ‘ . Right-on the Nose ' - Pay the Banker - ‘
"+ Junlor Executive Shake-a-Fact -
: f
! . EVALUATION - ‘

'(
, ’ Ty
The following were the two major objectives of ‘the summer Elementary
Hathematics Program: - ;

'
3

1) Challenge the child with interesting experiences, and
2) Strengthen the child' 5. mathematical skills.

-

PUpils identified by classroqm teachers during the regulsr term were

~invited to participate in the 'summer program. These were pqpils w‘d'were

eligible for Title I services and who had shown . the gr

. An -analysis of participants by school, sex, gr:de, e,
Table S 06.1. A total of 1,031 pupils participateiin Shia ey
dance figures appear in Table SS 06 2. ; :

v
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' T4BLE S 06,1

PARTICIPATION STATISTICS

} k h’,
: TITLE 1 ELEMENTARY MATHEMATICS
STMER 1976
' /
| |
| J;;)g'l"Sex Crade . "~ Race *
School oo B K| Lf 20 3 k) S| 6| M 102 3 Nkl Total
Mas 49|59 1 1) ga nl o9l 1] 3 1w 1 1 108
Clod | 62| 54 1) 1)) f] u| m Sl 1)) 8 1., -
e 9D § ARG VR . BT 5 o
Praklin =~ 33 | 3 | 1B 0BT i 16| 3 66
Fuston ' 48 | 40 2% 18 16 11| 12] 7 B2 ! B G
Garrlson 30 | 22 0] 1 6 4 1] 10 T R o
Harry Street 83 | 75 00 29| 28 8] 2| 19 o2 )8 158 7?7
fellgg 14 | 23 )| 5| 6 5y | 1 5| 1 n %
Mackrthur 23 | 22 ° o 0 8 8 8 5 o 17| 4 5
Park . 28| 3 16 9| 4 1| -8 4 3 nl S 6
Rogers 002 1 | 10 10 8 7| 7 A | 10] 1 4
Vashiogton 8 | 80 | 6| 3| 31| 17 26| 3| 15 a1 19| 12| 2 164
Wlsn . 9| 9 sl o 2 8 ) u 18
Voodn 3 | 17 B 1w 9 6 9 ¢ RN TR 51
otas .52 |05 | 6| 182| 18| 189 160] 204| 104 | 1 ass| 27] s00] 45 1 1031
f . 1 - ' | ‘
PERCENTS  "SL1.0 49.0 | .6/17.7[17.918.3/15.519.810.1 | .1 | 4b.1| 2.6[48.5 el 1
;"K I 3
* Race Key: 1=Caucasian; 2=Asian Americat; 3=Bl‘ack,-w4=3panish Mexican; 5=American India:h_ 'u
» *ata not repofted' " ,
' Q C . ‘ 132
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TABLE §5

06.2 ’ ; R

. PUPIL ATTENDANCE* T .
_ TITLE I ELEMENTARY MATHEMATICS -

SUMMER 1976

¢

-

Total Pupils 1,031
) 726 .
27,809 .
19,589 . ’
Ave. Days Atténded Per Pupil 19 )
Attendance Percentage . "~ 70.45
’

*Figures are based on an attendance period of

27 days.

N\

" Responses to a teacher questionnaire indicated that pupil progress in
the program was directly related to attendance. Those pupils who attended
classes regularly made greater -progress in the acquisition of basic mathema—,.,
.tics skills than°did those whose attendance was poor or sporadic.

The teacher evaluated each pupil in skill areas relevant to. the pupil's
ability level; most pupils were evaluated on improvement in Comprehension of
Numeration System, Basic Addition/Subtraction, and Basic Multiplication/

Division. In five of the six skill areas, the majority of pupils were judged
as having made '"slight" or."moderaE&'
session. A small number of pupils

improvement by the close of the summer

ere evaluated in the mpat advanced skill

area, Algebraic Concepcs and Operations. Over half of those puplls were

judged as having made ' very little if any improvement" . Numbers and percents

of pupils falling into each evaluation category are summarized in’

Table SS 06.3.



TABLE S5 06.3

" SUMMARY OF STUDENT EVALUATIONS* |
*“GRADES K-6 3 ;
' TITLE 1 ELEMENTARY MATHEMATICS _
SUMMER 1976 - ! : ¥

v

?

Students Showing Students Showing  Students Showing

90-90 SS

o

. - Very Little If - Slight - MNoderate Students Showing
Math Skill Areas fny Inprovement  Improvement . Improvement  Much Improvement  Totals
N R PN X
Comprehension of e B . » ( L
Nuneration System = 20, 26 340 40 5 2 68 . , 8 '853
Basic Addition/ : ST N I ‘
Subt raction 189 0% RS oW ns wg Lo
Basic Multiplicatioﬁ/ | o L '
. Divisiom 9. 2 - Bl % 200 29 55 8 : 6%
Concepts/Operations 3
with Fractions/ ' 3 e o |
Decinals ) B Y 3 58’ o § 3 U
Neasures/Calculations " ,
for Lengths/Areas/ R | | \ 6/ e
. Volwes . . 21 371 XN X I 16 I
| ALgebraic Conbepts[ﬁ v ; T
| Opgrations ' ‘35 %8 W ﬁ =~ R | - 6{ 2 i |
- *Percent’s may ot sun to 100 due to rounding. ; - C . | v .
Totals are unequal as not all students were evaluated in every skill area, ? ' 135
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In response to a locally developed ‘teacher questionnaire, nearly all
teachers indicated that most of their pupils had made progress in correcting
their mathematical concepv deficiencies. As stated previously, many teachers
felt that regular attendance at the summer sessions was directly related to
. improvement in, skills. Some questioned whether improvement would be long—
"ladting due to the short duration of summer school. Opinions varied as to
the optional time period fotr classes. Many teachers indicated that one hour
did not provide enough time, but that, two hours was too long for a class R
period, especially for younger pupils who generally have shorter attention
‘spans. One teacher suggested .breaking up a two-hour mat magics class with .
an hour of crafts or athletics, during which pupils coul enjoy a change of ’?‘tg
activity.. . SSR

u o

| , RECOMMENDATIONS - = * ‘¥
. CWT oAy o

-

-+~ .The Title I Eleme fary Mathematics Program met the objective of
'strengthening mathematics skills for a majority of the participants. Since
‘pupil progress rappears to be related to attendance, it. is logical that only

" pupils who attend classes regularly can benefit fully from the program. . It
18 recommended that: class siph be keft small and that the'awarding of tuition
shcolarships to %it I pupils be contingent upon their maintaining regular
attendance in the s er session. \ )
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